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PREFACE 
This monograph reports the last of a series of studies conducted from March, 1967, to September, 1972, as 
part of the Field Study of the Neighborhood Family Day Care System, a.research project of the Tri-County 
Community Council in cooperation with Portland State University and supported by Child Welfare Research 
Grant No. R 287 from the United States Children's Bureau and Office of Child Development, Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare. 
The Field Study included a service component known as the Day Care Neighbor Service which provided the 
Field Study's initial entree to the private world of neighborhood day care and was a continuing source of 
stimulation for the research program. The Day Care Neighbor Service demonstrated a feasible way of. reaching 
and strengthening informal child care. Especially see the Handbook (Collins and Watson, 1969) and 
Matchmaking (Emlen and Watson, 1970). 
The Field Study also included two investigations of informal day care behavior as it is found unassisted in 
the neighborhood. The aim here was to undergird intervention efforts with an understanding of the content, 
context, and dynamics of the social and economic exchange between working mothers and caregivers of family 
day care. The first of these, reported in Child Care by Kith: A Study of the Family Day Care Relationships of 
Working Mothers and Neighborhood Caregivers (Emlen, Donoghue, and LaForge, 1972) developed and 
pretested the measures, accounted for sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, and explored differences in 
the dynamics of arrangements between friends as contrasted to arrangements between strangers. The present 
study is a sequel investigation though based on an independent sample and having additional research 
objectives made possible by a longitudinal panel study. As the title of the present work implies, Stability 
measures stabilities and changes in attitudes of mothers and sitters toward the arrangement and toward one 
another and attempts to account for variation in the duration of the arrangements as well as in the reasons 
why they terminate. 
How well have we succeeded? Does the present study contribute knowledge of family day care that is 
theoretically important and useful to know? A critical appraisal probably must await the test of application 
and further study by others. But it may be helpful to suggest our own assessment of its contributions and 
limitations. 
The study has many limitations: 
(!)Though a major original contribution to the subject, the study provides a perspective on the problem of 
stability that is by no means complete. The unit of analysis is the arrangement and is studied only for one 
arrangement per pair of mothers and sitters. Though the predictive effort for this sample of arrangements was 
fairly successful, not-insignificant amount of variance of the stability variables was left accounted for. Also, 
more attention needs to be given to comparing the kinds of persons who continually make unstable 
arrangements in contrast to those who experience no such difficulty. Likewise further study is needed of 
continuity in the caregiver role, studying caregivers' careers longitudinally over many arrangements. 
(2) The study looks at the child care arrangement largely through the eyes of mothers and sitters. The 
benefits to the child are as evaluated by them. Though interviewer typology judgments take quality of care 
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into account in son1c fushion, the study docs not feature systc111atic, dirccl observation of the child. It is a 
social systc1ns study of the arrangen1ent that does not address effects on the child; rather it attc111pts to sec to 
what extent the perceived benefits to the child beconte i1nportant to 1nothers and sitters in the context of 
other considerations in the formation, maintenance, and termination of the arrangement. 
(3) Even given the limitations of focus and scope there are defects. We were insufficiently prepared to 
measure extrinsic factors that proved to be of overriding importance in disrupting the arrangement. 
(4) The study has methodological limitations: sample loss, the representativeness of a Portland sample of 
family day care arrangements, and measurement assumptions for statistical procedures that assume linearity. 
Still, we think that appropriately cautious interpretation and some of the methodological strengths of the 
study such as multi-method approaches, make for a valid study of process in family day care that has some 
generality. 
It is our hope that the study reported here will make contributions on a number of theoretical fronts with 
practical significance as well. In general the study does point up specific weaknesses in family day care that 
need to be addressed; a variety of strengths that can be relied upon; and a number of attitudes, behaviors, and 
life circumstances that practitioners, program planners, and policy makers should be cautious about ignoring. 
On the theoretical front: 
I. Sociology of the Family. The study shows how family day care fits into family life for two different 
families, that of the working mother and of the caregiver. It documents how child care functions are shared 
with non-relatives substituting for the extended family in a pattern of child care by kith that now outnumbers 
the use of kin for supplemental child care in the United States. 
2. Family Day Care as Social Exchange. The study contributes a micro-level analysis of the transaction 
between working mother and neighborhood caregiver. It examines the benefits to each and how successfully 
they combine. It shows the conditions under which they will make arrangements with which they will be 
satisfied and remain satisfied. 
3. A Typology of Family Day Care Arrangements. In addition to describing types of arrangements, the 
study contributes to a theory of stability of family day care. 
4. Informal Child Care and Supporting Mechanisms within the Neighborhood: Prosocial Behavior as a 
Theoretical Basis for Natural Systems of Service Delivery. In documenting the existence of informal systems of 
child care by kith, the study uncovers extensive evidence of prosocial behavior in the exchange of benefits. 
Elements of altruism emerge, of sharing and caring, and con1mitn1ent to values that are of critical importance 
in explaining why family day care exists as a social phenomenon. Couple this with discoveries of the Day Care 
Neighbor Service in which we identified extensive matchmaking behavior by selected women, of information 
and referral as well as recruitment, and even protective responses. These systems of prosocial behavior that 
initiate and support informal child care are an integral part of the neighborhood ecology of family day care. 
Together with informal child care itself these supportive mechanisms form a basis for a natural system of 
service delivery as advocated in project publications (Collins, 1973; Emlen, 1973). The advocacy of such an 
approach rests in part on the assumption of the existence of prosocial behaviors to be found in natural 
settings. The present study locates some of these strengths (as well as weaknesses) in family day care and 
points to which ones might be reinforced or otherwise modified by intervention programs. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
This monograph reports a longitudinal study of 116 family day care arrangements, which were followed 
over time from beginning to end. The data were obtained both from the working mother and from her 
neighborhood caregiver who were interviewed twice during the arrangement and once after termination in 
what are referred to as the TI> Ti, and T 3 interviews. Similar data were obtained from both mothers and 
caregivers, and the 116 cases represent arrangements on which complete panel data were available. 
This is a study of the processes by which these arrangements were made and were kept going, as well as of 
how long they lasted, who terminated the arrangement and why. The study investigates: 
I) the life circumstances and attitudes brought to the arrangement by the working mother and by the 
caregiver; 
2) the characteristics of the arrangement itself; 
3) the changing sources and levels of satisfaction resulting from the arrangement and from the interpersonal 
relationships within it; and, 
4) the stability outcomes, namely, the duration of the arrangement and the reasons for its termination. 
The study describes, analyzes, and attempts to explain these processes as well as to predict the outcomes from 
events that occurred earlier in time. 
That in a nutshell is the design of the study. The aim of the study was to investigate the sources of stability 
and instability of the family day care arrangement. Of primary interest was. the question of whether, or to 
what extent, family day care is an inherently unstable form of social arrangement and, in so far as it is, could 
an analysis of the sources of instability tell us in which direction to look to plan for policies or direct 
interventions that could have a stabilizing effect upon this kind of child care arrangement. 
Next, some background on family day care, on the importance of the stability issue, on how the research 
problem was formulated, and on the theoretical framework employed. 
Background on Private Family Day Care 
The private family day care arrangement has become a prevalent form of supplemental child care in the 
United States. The use of non-relatives now competes with the use of relatives for child care resources both in 
the home and out of the home;1 and in family day care, which is out-of-home care by non-relatives, one now 
I Census data discussed in A.C. E1nlcn, B.A. Donoghue, and R. Laforge, Child Care by Kith: A Study of the Fanzily Day Care 
Relationship of H'orking Mothers and Neighborhood Caregivers. (Corvallis, Oregon: DCE Books, 1971 ), p. 8. 
finds twice the nu1nber of preschool children as ;ire found ill l'L'llfcr c:1n· nfall v~1riL'liL'S.2 A suhslilulL' fnr jfi 
use of kin has quietly en1crgcd as an alternalivc institutinn. Like lhl' t'Xll'lldt•d 1;1111ily, ii has hot II Slll'Hglhs ~111 
weaknesses. What is clear though is that private fa1nily day care arrangen1ents have a llnn foundation i 
consumer demand, and this fact must be understood before the weakness in this fonn of care can be remedie 
or prevented. 
What are some of the demand factors that have made the informal family day care arrangement such 
wide-spread phenomenon? 
I) Like all out-of-home forms of child care, family day care is economical and convenient for one or tw' 
children, but not for large families; and patterns-of use reflect this, with 70 percent of arrangements involvin 
one child under six.3 A disproportionately large number of whites use family day care -42 percent for white 
versus 23 percent for blacks in a survey by Parnes of young working women ages 14-24.4 White collar worker 
pay more than blue collar; domestic or non-domestic service workers and whites pay more than blacks in ai 
occupational categories. Since family day care is more expensive than care by relatives either in or out o 
home, it is small wonder that it is a more usable resource for white collar whites. 
2) It accommodates children of any age and it is more likely than center care to accommodate all of th< 
cMdren in the family, both the pre-schoolers and the older ones after school.5 However, it "specializes" iJ 
children under six .. Two-thirds of the children of working mothers are of school age, but two-thirds of th• 
children in family day care are under six. 6 The young family of these working in others finds a comple1nentar~ 
fit with the somewhat older family of the caregiver who completes her partially empty nest with day car. 
children.7 
3) Distance, transportation time and strain are minimized for child and parent. The present study replicate. 
the results of our previous. Portland study showing that nearly three-quarters of the arrangements may b< 
found within one mile of home.8 Beneath this statistic lies a relationship that Zipf calls the "principle of leas 
effort;" the cumulative percentage of arrangements increases as the logarithm of the distance.9 
4) It is a neighborhood phenomenon affording a familiar situation, a socially approachable resource, c 
consumer-contiollable selection process and degree of participation, plus a manageable and tolerabk 
delegation of authority and responsibility without threat to feelings of parental possessiveness.10 
2Despite increases in center care, the proportions have not changed radically from the special census figures of Seth Low ant 
Pearl G. Spindler, Child Care Arrangements of Working Mothers in the United States (Washington, D,C,: Governn1ent PrintillI 
Office, 1968), p. 71; Jody R. Johns, et al, Day Care Survey 1970 {Bladensburg, Maryland: Westinghouse Learnin1 
Corporation and Wcstat Research, Inc., 1971). For comparison sec Charles L. Schultze, et al,Setting National Priorities Tht 
19 73 Budget .(Washington, D .C.: The Brookings Institution, 1972), p. 261. 
3Cl!i/d Care by Kith, pp. 51-54. 
4Herbert S. Parnes, ct al, Years for Decision: A Longitudinal Study of the h<Jucational and Labor Market Experience OJ 
Young Women, Manpo\ver Research Monograph No. 24 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1971), pp. 132-140 
Schild Care by Kith, pp. 5 l-52. 
6A.C. Einlen and E.L. Watson, Matchnwking in Neighborhood Day Care: A Descriptive Study of the Day Care Neighbo1 
Service (Corvallis, Oregon: DCE Books, 1970); p. 5 7, 
?Child Care by Kith, p. 49 and Chapter V. 
Bfb/d, p. 59. 
9fbld. 
10fbld, p. 110. 
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5) Use of this type of care, that is, care by non-relatives out of the ho1nc, docs reflect a pattern of 
preferences to some extent. In the previous study it was found that fa1nily day care users appeared to be 
avoiding the use of relatives.' 1 They 1night have someone come in, but not a relative. They would rather stay 
home themselves or have a sitter come in (neither option being economically feasible), but the use of a 
neighborhood sitter ranked high for most and was preferred to a center. 
6) As an experience for the children it is viewed generally in a favorable light by its users and by the 
caregivers.12 Despite the strains of achieving and maintaining this form of arrangement, both the caregivers 
and the users express satisfaction with the results including its benefits for the child.1 3 And investigators have 
not found this confidence misplaced in the great majority of cases, although the developmental effects of 
family day care on the child have not been investigated. The quality of care probably is not far different from 
care received in the users own family homes. 
Studies of private, unlicensed family day care have been conducted in Spokane,' 4 Portland,! s Pasadena,16 
and New York City,' 7 with the Western studies presenting a more favorable view. All report the caregivers as 
generally nurturant and capable women, the New York results differing in two respects: sub-standard housing 
and a preference for center care. The New York City sample was largely black and Puerto Rican, and the 
center care preference appears to be attributable to the poor housing and neighborhood conditions, as well as 
to collecting the sample from lists of those family day care users who had applied to centers. 
Briefly, what are some of the strengths and limitations of the private family day care arrangement as a 
child-rearing environment, in so far as there is evidence at this time? The caregiver is apt to be mature, 
experienced, capable, warm, nurturant, and relatively child-oriented. Her motivations for giving care tend not 
to be mercenary or economically driven, but to involve a modest degree of economic need and a considerable 
expressive need to be caring for children.18 Only a small number of children are typically found in her care I 9 
- an overriding fact that assures a number of related benefits. It affords the possibility of availability, 
individualization, and responsiveness by the caregiver to the affective needs and cognitive interests of the child, 
comparing favorably with the typical day care center. 2 O In addition to the opportunities for spontaneous play, 
I lfbid, pp, 62-65. 
•2fbid, pp. 107-109, iss. 
I 3/bid, Chapters VHI and IX. 
14Joseph B. Perry, ":The Mother Substitutes of Employed Mothers: An Exploratory Inquiry," Marriage and Fatnily Living, 
23 {Nove1nber 1961), pp. 362-67; also see chapters by Perry and Nye in Nye and Hoffn1an's En1ployed Mother in Anzerica. 
l Sfield Study of the Neighborhood Family Day Care System of which this is the fourth major report. 
16June S. Sale with Yolanda L. Torres, '1'tn Not Just a Babysitter:" A Descriptive Report of the Con1munity Family Day 
Care Project (Pasadena: Pacific Oaks College, 1971). 
17Elizabeth Vernon and Milton \Villner, Magnitude and Scope of Family Day Care Problems in New York City (New 
York: Medical and Health Research Association of New York City, 1966); M. \Villner, "Unsupervised Family Day Care in 
New York City," Child Welfare, 45 (June 1969), pp. 342-47; M. Willner, "Family Day Care: An Escape from Poverty," Social 
Work, 16(April1971),pp, 30-35. 
18Child Care by Kith, Chapter V. 
19fbid. 
2DE1izabeth Prescott, "Group and ramily Day Care: A Comparative Assessment," Fa1nily Day Care West: A Working 
Conference (Pasadena: Pacific Oaks College, l 972). 
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family day care provides new learning and socialization experiences the child would not have at home, 
including cross-age associations which typically are present in the family day care setting. 
On the other han<l, the caregivers 1nay vary widely in their n1otivations, capabilities, and talents for 
child-rearing, and the language sti1nulation, as well as social and c1notional bcncrits 111ay be li1nited in son1e 
fantilies. Though relatively infrequent, various cases of exploitation, neglect, and abuse do occur, as well as 
unsafe housing, poor health conditions, and inadequate situations for play. Finally, of special relevance for this 
study, family day care arrangements may lack stability, resulting in discontinuity of care. 
Importance of the Stability Issue 
There are several reasons why the stability issue is an important one to focus on. In the first place pilot 
studies21 revealed that some working mothers make one poor arrangement after another - arrangements with 
which they are unhappy at the start or with which they may be happy to start but which soon turn sour 
because they are unable to manage successfully the relationships involved. For the working mother the end of 
one arrangement frequently means the desperate search for a new arrangement, perhaps absence from the job, 
or sometimes even the loss of a job. Likewise, caregivers in family day care hate to lose the children they have, 
and turnover in care appears to affect adversely their attitudes toward giving care. 
For the child instability of the arrangement means discontinuity of care and the loss of important 
relationships. Stability cannot be equated with quality of care since even pathological relationships may have 
strong bonds, be viewed with satisfaction by both adult parties, and have a permanence that permits the 
arrangement to persist a long time. It is equally true that brief arrangements may be planfully made for 
short-term purposes, understandable for the child, even contributing to his experience of variety, and 
satisfactory to all concerned. For some children, however, instability of the arrangement can be part of and 
contribute further to what is already a chaotic pattern of life that makes possible only shallow attachments 
and a life of uncertainty. The effects of such patterns of day care have not been studied, but the assumption 
was made that repeated changes in child care arrangements could adversely affect the development of the child 
and that continuity of the arrangement itself is one of the necessary conditions for sustaining meaningful 
relationships for the nurture and socialization of the child. 
The Concept of Stability 
The stability issue is an important one to focus on also because it provides us with a fruitful way of 
analyzing the dynamics of the family day care arrangement. To proceed, though, we need to have an 
understanding of the concept of stability. For reasons which will become apparent, vie define stability of the 
arrangement as a quality of robustness, of being well-made, held together by internal social bonds, and capable 
of permanence. It is important to note that stability is not equated with one of its empirical indicators, that of 
duration, but rather is defined in terms of having the capability of lasting a long time or at least of not 
. breaking up before it has served its purpose. 
Other indicators of that capability were used in the study - namely, measures of a growing dissatisfaction 
with the arrangement that becomes the reason for its termination. Note, however, that the satisfaction/ 
dissatisfaction measures used as indicators of stability in this study are outcome measures having to do with 
the termination of the arrangement while all other measures are predictor variables used as indicators of the 
sources of stability or instability. Thus, we attempted to avoid circularity, but at the same time not to define 
stability too narrowly in terms of duration. 
21Alice H. Collins, Tlte Day Care Exchange Project, Final Report (1966). Also, G. W. Perry, et al, Social Exchange in tlte 
Private Fanzily Day Care Arrangement, Portland State University, MSW Thesis, 1967. 
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Two examples will make clear why duration of the arrangement does not by itself adequately represent 
what we mean by stability: 
I) A successful and otherwise stable arrange1ncnt of three 1nonths duration, one that could \Vcll have 
continued for three years, ends because the husband is transfcrrc-d 10 atHllht'r city. 
2) A hastily n1ade arrange1nent, ill-fated by 1nisunderstanding, finally ends after three nionths of gnl\Ving 
dissatisfaction. 
If most cases were like these, then duration and satisfaction would have a zero correlation, obscuring what lies 
beneath. 
In other words, arrangements may terminate for extrinsic reasons as well as becatise of dissatisfaction with 
the arrangement itself or with the social relationships involved. When this happens, the arrangement, though 
temporary, is not an inherently unstable system; the changes occur in relation to the job, residence, family 
plans, or other life circumstances. These constitute changes in the extrinsic reasons for which this particular 
arrangement was made. 
There are instances in which a child care arrangement is made primarily because of its benefits for the child, 
and occasionally a family will move to be near a caregiver who is moving, so as to be able to continue using 
her. But for the 1nost part, use of child care is contingent upon continued work or similar out-of-home 
pursuits, husband'sjob, convenient residence, and other extrinsic conditions. 
Of course, a stable family day care arrangement should be capable of lasting a long time. But how long is 
long? It is a relative matter and depends on the phenomenon in question and on what is being compared. Not 
very much is known, however, about the durations of this or any other kind of supplemental child care 
arrangement. Some perspective on this is provided, however,.by several independent samples from this series of 
studies in Portland. These samples of family day care arrangements and their duration are presented in Box I .I 
in order of increasing median duration of the arrangement. The list includes the present study. 
It is clear from these durations not only that different sampling frames capture different average durations, 
but there is a wide 'variation in the duration of arrangements that calls for explanation. How do we account for 
the fact that some family day care arrangements last for many years and play an important part in the Jives of 
all involved while the quick break-up of other arrangements causes distress. Our previous study, which sampled 
ongoing arrangements, gave a picture of the stability that is possible. Half of these lasted over one year and 
there was ample evidence to account for this stability in the satisfaction and life circumstances of both parties. 
Of course the sample of arrangements that already were ongoing and approached at mid-stream could provide 
the basis for a study that was more cross-sectional than longitudinal. Each arrangement was caught for a single 
picture at one point in its duration. Some were near their inception, most were well established, some near 
termination. Only a longitudinal study, a panel study, would be sufficiently powerful to permit convincing 
inferences about the sources of stability and instability based on the changes in arrangements over time. 
For this task the present study gains from the preliminary one two strengths of particular importance. The 
attitude scales used in the longitudinal study were developed, pretested and refined by factor analyses in the 
earlier study, Child Ozre by Kith, which was based on a different sample. The present study then has the 
advantage of being able to replicate earlier results using measures that have shown their stability with two 
independent samples. 
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Box I .I MEDIAN DURATION OF INDEPENDENT 
SAMPLES OF PRIVATE FAMILY DAY 
CARE ARRANGEMENTS 
Sample Characteristics Median Duration 
301 terminated arrangements I month 
Known about through the Day Care Neighbor Service 3/1/67 to 2/28/69. Sample biased by exclusion 
of continuing arrangements or those with unknown durations. Also sample includes irregular 
arrangements made for reasons other than full- or part-time work, and the sampling frame caught 
arrangements of durations less than a week. 
35 terminated arrangements 2 months 
Sample was of working mothers most of whom received supplemental AFDC assistance and showed a 
child care item in their budgets. Interviewed in Spring, 1966. 
180 new arrangements {panel study) 3 months 
Sample of beginning arrangements of working mothers located through employment, classified ads of 
caregivers, and neighborhood contacts of the Day Care Neighbor Service, 1968-70. Sampling tended 
to miss arrangements that terminated within the first week. In this panel study both mothers and 
caregivers were interviewed in three waves of data collection during the arrangement. 
22 continuing arrangements 6 months 
Current arrangements fro1n a neighborhood survey, resurveyed one year later, 1965. 
146 continuing arrangements - at time of interview 
at time of followup 
6.months 
to 1 year 
6 
Sample of working mothers located through places of employment, 1967-68, and having a current 
arrangement at time of contact for interview. 
In the present study, the arrangements were shorter but the distribution of durations showed sufficient 
range to be usable as an ijldicator of stability. The durations ranged from less than one week to more than 99 
weeks. Of the 116 cases, 39 terminated within the first two months and 28 arrangements lasted more than six 
months. The median duration was approximately three months. This distribution is shown in Chapter XI along 
with the analysis of the other major indicator of stability, that of reason for termination. 
Questions Addre""'d by the Study 
Having fixed in our minds, then, the definition of stability of the arrange1nent, we can return to the central 
aim of the study which is to account for the relative stability and instability of the arrangement in terms of the 
possible sources of instability. In assessing the sources of instability, the study takes the form of posing 
questions about alternative explanations that could provide us with a guide to the formulation of policy and 
intervention programs. 
l) To what extent is instability of the arrangement attributable to the working mother, her life and 
circu1nstances, her attitudes and behaviors? 
2) To what extent is instability of the arrangement attributable to the instability of the child care resource, 
that is, to the caregiver and her life and circumstances or her attitudes and behaviors? 
3) To what extent is instability of the arrangement attributable to the social interaction between the 
mother and the caregiver and child within the arrangement, that is to difficulties within the interpersonal 
situation? 
4) To what extent arc duration and reasons for termination of the arrangement attributable to extrinsic 
factors that would affect the stability not just of this arrangement but of any arrangement? 
5) Are there socioeconomic conditions that are predictive of the outcome of the arrangement? 
6) ls there a prevailing systematic pattern to the selection process, to the matching of mother and caregiver, 
and if so is it associated with stability of the arrangement? Are there deviant cases that depart from the usual 
pattern and if so are they less stable or do they have some other stabilizing basis? 
7) What kinds of changes take place in the specific satisfaction and dissatisfaction reported during the 
arrangement, and how much change and dissatisfaction can the arrangement tolerate without disruption? In 
general, does dissatisfaction increase or decrease during the course of the arrangement? 
8) When dissatisfaction is the reason for termination, does termination tend to happen early? Does initial 
dissatisfaction result in early termination while it takes extrinsic reasons to terminate an established 
arrangement? 
9) Do people use extrinsic reasons to justify more politely their termination that really is due to more 
latent dissatisfactions? 
10) Are there different types of arrangements for which the bonds are different, which have different 
sources of stability? 
7 
Theoretical Approach 
hnplicit in the above lisl of questions and in how the research probletn was fonnuJated is, if not a 
well-developed theory, at least a conceptual framework for the development or a theory of the family day care 
arrru1gc1ncnt. The fa111ily day care arrangcn1cnt was viewed ns a lc111porary sociul systc1n which, although 
created, 1nodified, 1naintained, and tern1inated pri1nari1y through the actions of the care user and the caregiver, 
is an open-boundaried system very much contingent upon the economic and social purposes for which it is · 
created. 
Not only is it a temporary form of social organization by intent, its existence is also at least as precarious as 
the combined stability of residence of both the mother and the caregiver to say nothing of how long the 
mother keeps her job or continues in the work role. The parties to the family day care arrangement do not 
have full control over such external sources of discontinuity for the arrangement. Arrangements are an 
extension of the family life of two separate households and are contingent upon the plans of these families as 
well as on the world of work and how the hours and patterns of employment can be accommodated by the 
two families. 
The child also affects what the arrangement is like and how long it will last, and tl10 older child, for 
example, may become a main channel of communication between the mother and caregiver. Ultimately, 
however, the child affects the stability of the arrangement through how his behavior and adjustment are 
perceived and evaluated by the two principal adults who contracted tlie arrangement. The heaviest burden for 
the creation and maintenance of the arrangement falls on them. 
Viewing the family day care arrangement as a social system, therefore, focuses attention on the stability 
issue and forces us to delineate the boundaries of this temporary and very open system, weighing the internal 
versus the external sources of its stabillty and instability. 
Social Exchange as a Framework. Since the mother and the caregiver are the two main contracting parties 
to the arrangement, the study concentrates on how the arrangement is perceived and evaluated by them. The 
literature on social exchange2 2 was turned to as a general guide in developing a comprehensive model of social 
interaction in dyadic relationships, and the work of Nye23 on the roles and satisfactions of the working 
mother was used. 
At once an economic exchange of money for services and a social exchange of great complexity, the 
transaction between mother and caregiver requires not only that they communicate the norms or mutual 
expectancies that the culture has not made clear for this form of social arrangement; they must also evaluate 
their need for the arrangement, their ability to get along in it, and their satisfaction and dissatisfaction with 
diverse aspects of it. Their evaluations of the situation, if sufficiently detailed and complete, provide us with a 
way of assessing at different points in time the changing state of the interpersonal system they have created 
and from this of predicting subsequent behavior and events within the arrangement. Thus, this report places 
heavy emphasis on describing how the family day care arrangement is perceived and evaluated both by the 
mothers who use it and by the neighborhood sitters who provide the care. 
22George C. Homans, "Social Behavior as Exchange," Amer;can Journal of Sociology, 62 (May 1968), pp. 587-606. 
John W. Thibaut and Harold H. Kelley, The Social Psychology of Groups (New York: Wiley, 1959). 
Peter M. Blau, Exchange and Power in Social Life (New York: Wiley, 1964). 
23Jvan F. Nye and Lois W. Hoffman, The Employed Mother in America (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963). 
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This 1neans we have been able tu identify the sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the child care 
arrangetnent. We cxa1nined what 1nothcrs and caregivers expecled of one another and ho\V satisfied lhL'Y \VCrl' 
with the results in the n1any-facctcd relationships involved. SatisfaL'lion sc:1lcs dL'Velopcd 1'01 lhc 111olhcrs 
included such sources of satisfaction as the adjustn1cnt of the child, the sitter's concern for the child and the 
posSessiveness of the sitter. Sitter scales included the satisfactipn with the adjustrnent of the child, with the 
1nother's concern for her child, with the long hours of child care and planfulncss of the 1nother. Perhaps 1nore 
important for policy and planning, however, is the identification of son1e of the econornic, social, and 
psychological conditions under which mothers and caregivers will make arrangements with which they will be 
satisfied and which will endure when they want them to. 
A detailed account of the development of attitude scales appears in the previous study reported in Child 
Clire by Kith. Attention was paid to four major kinds of evaluation of the arrangement by the working mother 
and her caregiver: 
I) Satisfaction. Major sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction that arise for mothers and sitters both from 
within this particular arrangement and from general circumstances external to the arrangement. For example, 
the mother's satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child or the mother's satisfaction with the dual role 
of working mother and homemaker. 
2) Dependence. The kinds of constraints which mothers and sitters feel themselves to be under in making 
·their arrangements such as the econontic need to work or the economic need to babysit. 
3) Adaptive Orientation. An adaptive or 1naladaptive orientation toward the management of their 
interpersonal relations within the fan1ily day care arrangement, fbr exan1ple a retreatist versus a cooperative 
orientation. 
4) Typology. The expectations of mothers and sitters in looking for an arrangement of a preferred kind 
based on such dimensions as the degree of inter-family closeness sought, the child-orientedness of the 
arrangement and the degree of planful, instrumental organization of the arrangement. In the study an attempt 
is made to relate these perceptions and evaluations of the arrangement to parallel ratings by the interviewers 
and to objective "hard variable" demographic characteristics of the lives of the mothers and caregivers. 
A more explicit statement of how the subject was approached is the diagram presented in Box 1.2. The 
diagram shows the domains of behavior that we attempted to measure and the relationships we expected to 
find. The diagram is taken without modification from the original model that was formulated prior to the 
collection of data (Progress Report No. 2, Nov. I, 1967). This conceptual mapping of expected relationships 
derived in part from the general theoretical literature on social exchange and in part from a pilot effort to 
conceptualize and 1neasure what experience told us were the relevant variables to consider in understanding 
those forces within and impinging upon the family day care arrangement. These forces include "hard-variable" 
social and econornic circumstances as well as their perception and evaluation by the two principal partners to 
the arrange1nent. In gross terms, some domains were characteristics that a working mother or a sitter would 
take to any arrangement she might make, while other domains were concerned with social interaction within 
the particular arrangen1ent. When we came to the measurement of satisfaction \Vith this ·particular 
arrangement, a n1uch more detailed attempt was made to measure a variety of specific sources of satisfaction 
with the arrangement. 
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Box 1.2 
I. 
DIAGRAM OF EXPECTED RELATIONSHIPS AS ORIGINALLY FORMULA TED 
Characteristics of the Working MotheE ___ ~ 
Economic II. Child Care 
necessity necessity 
+ + 
Characteristics of the Sitter 
I. & II. Economic & 
Child Care necessity 
+ 
+ Crisis III. Crisis events 
IV. 
VII. 
10 
Work Role 
dependence 
VI. 
Work Role + 
+ 
events + 
+ 
v. User Role IV. & V. Sitter Role dependence 
dependence 
Adaptive 
orientation 
VIII. User Role 
satisfaction 
+ 
Typology 
orientation 
VI. Adaptive 
orientation 
+ 
VII. & VIII. Sitter 
Role satisfaction 
+ 
IX. Typology 
orientation 
x. The Typology: Social Structures, Function, and 
Interaction Patterns in the Particular Family Day c--------~ 
Care Arrangement (Types I, II, III, and IV) 
+ 
XI. Satisfaction with 
the 
Particular Arrangement 
+ 
+ 
XI. Satisfaction with 
the 
Particular Arrangement 
+ 
XII. Maintenance -J I XII. Maintenance 
behavior vs. behavior vs. 
search behavior search behavior 
~----+l +I 
[Duration of the Arrangeme~ 
+~-------------[+ ~-----~,+ 
'I W-o-rk_R_o-le-'Continuity] [User Role Continuity] [Sitter Role C'ontinuii:r:J 
+ 
CHAPTER II 
METHOD 
This chapter describes and evaluates the methods we used in the study. It tells how the sample was 
obtained, discusses what kind of measures were used, and outlines the strategy followed in anaiyzing the data. 
The purpose of the chapter is to alert the reader to the strengths and limitations of the study. These should be 
kept in mind in evaluating the reported results and in generalizing from them. 
Since each chapter of this monograph reports what can ahnost be regarded as a separate substudy in itself, 
many of the methodological issues involved are reserved for the separate chapters. In addition, many of the 
details concerning the development of the measures used were described with some care in the first study 
reported in Child Care by Kith: A Study of the Family Day Care Relationships of Working Mothers and 
Neighborhood Caregivers. ( 197 I) 
Sampling Frame 
The sampling Fraine for our previous study was a cinch. Working mothers were located through their places 
of employment, screened regarding the ages of their children and the type of child care arrangements they had, 
the fan1ily day care users were interviewed regarding their arrangen1ent, and then in turn the caregivers they 
were using were also interviewed. It was a san1ple of current, ongoing arrangements. For the present study, 
however, the problem was more difficult. Because the problem was different the sampling frame had to be 
different. For a longitudinal study we had to catch new arrangements just as they were beginning. In most 
organizations or communities no formal mechanism exists that can alert one to the formation of informal, 
private family day· care arrangements. The employers who had helped us before to locate mothers with 
ongoing arrangements proved unable for the most part to notify us about those mothers who were about to 
make new' arrangements or had just done so. They did not know themselves. Some of our sample was obtained 
in this way, however, through the use of a screening device similar to the one used in the previous study but 
adapted to the future tense. See Figure 2.1. 
Likewise, the screening device was used with employment placement agencies both public and private on 
the theory that working mothers who were looking for jobs would also be looking for new day care 
arrangements some of which would be family day care arrangements. Such sources and· some other 
miscellaneous sleuthing provided us with 39 of the 116 cases reported in this study. 
An additional 40 cases were obtained by following up on classified ads in the newspaper. The daily 
classified ads under the heading of "Babysitting" were pursued systematically by telephone. This provided us 
with a caregiver sampling frame and it was a productive source that did not require screening regarding the 
type of day care but only regarding the presence of a new arrangement. The caregivers who advertised were in 
many cases followed up several times by telephone before they were caught with a new arrangement. 
The remaining 37 cases of the 116 followed in the panel study were located through tl1e Day Care Neighbor 
Service. The Day Care Neighbor Service was a service component of the Field Study, the purpose of which was 
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Figure 2.1 Scrceninu letter 
FIELD STUDY OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD FAMILY DAY CARE SYSTEM 
2856 NO!HHWEST SAVIEA 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97210 TEI... 2.2.0-7263 
Dear Working Mother: 
Making babysitting arrangerrents is difficult for many rrothers. We want to find 
out how to make this task easier. That is what our 11 Day Care Study 11 is designed to do. 
Only you can tel I us what we need to know, however, and we would appreciate your answer-
ing the questions on this page. Somo naroos wi I I be drawn tor personal Interviews. 
Your ans·wers wi 11 be kept confidential. Neither your employer nor your baby-
sitter wi II know your answers. Please use the business reply envelope that came with 
this letter. Seal It and return It b'f mail or by leav!ng it with your employer. 
I. How old are your children? 
Under I I 2 3 4 5 6 
Circle age of each child (twice If two of same age). 
7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 or over 
2. Are you applyinq for a job? Yes No Do you have a job now? Yes No 
What is the job? (For example, waitress, file clerk, power machine operator, etc.) 
3. Do you think you are I tkely to be starting a new babysitting arrangement within the 
next rronth? Yes__!lo~ Comments~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
4. Have you made a new babysitting arrangement within the last week or two? Yes No 
When did it start?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
5. Check the plan below that best describes your arrangement: 
al Child at the home of a neighbor, friend or sitter who is not a relative. 
bl -Child at the home of a relative. What relatlon? 
cl Chi Id at a day care center or nursery. 
dl -Chi Id at home and cared for by my husband. 
el -Child at horre and cared for by his older brother or sister. 
fl-Chi Id at home and cared for by a relative. What relation? 
gl Chi Id at home and cared for by a sitter who comes in. 
hl Other arrangements. Please describe. 
Thank you for your help. We want to hear from you as soon as possible, if you 
have made a new babysitting arrangement recently, or if you expect to be making one 
soon. 
Slncerely, ./~-,". -/ 
hluL~ 
Arthur c:1mlen, Ph.D. 
Project Director 
A RESEARCH PROJECT OF THE COMMUNITY COUNCIL JN COOPERATION WITH PORTLAND STATE COLLEGE 
SUPPORTED BY UNITED STATES CHILDREN"$ BUREAU GRANT R-287 
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tu gain access tu a wide cross-section or day care arrangen1cnts at the ncighborhoo<l level through a network of 
wornen who were found giving day care in their own ho1nes and who also were found being helpful to their 
neighbors in meeting <laily babysitting crises. Continually responding in moments of need they helped their 
neighbors to find and arr_ange child care. These "day care neighbors" as they were called were recruited by the 
project to develop their role as part of a service. Since it was a natural role they were discovered to be 
performing already, they were paid bu l $25 a month, and through expert consultation they were encouraged 
.to continue, to improve, and to increase their neighboring activities. Since the day care neighbors knew when 
arrangements were being made in their particular localities, the communication network of the Service 
supplied us with a source of samples for the research. This sampling frame provided us with the names of both 
1nothers and caregivers who had just made arrangements or who were about to. 
These three sampling frames were enough different to provide us with a broad cross-section of working 
111others and of caregivers. This was itnportant even if it was not possible to obtain a probability sample. 
Successful probability smnples of private fan1ily day care arrangements, even of ongoing ones, have been 
exceedingly difficult to achieve because of the informality of the behavior, because of the tendency of sorne 
n1others to deny they arc using this forn1 of care, because of the tendency of tnany caregivers to babysit for a 
friend or neighbor without realizing that they arc giving day care, and because these kinds of informal 
arrangements are unlicensed and generally unconnected with any formal organization. 111us, being able to 
obtain a sample of new arrangen1ents and to obtain interviews with both the mother and the caregiver within 
two or three weeks of the beginning of the arrangements was a considerable feat. 
The fact remains however that it was not a probability sample and therefore its limitations need to be 
pointed out and the sample compared to other known samples. Unfortunately there are no data available from 
the census and day care surveys that provide a precise basis for comparison, and the parameters of our 
population are not yet sufficiently known. Relevant comparisons are made however in various chapters of this 
study. For example, the family incomes of the working mothers of our sample compare fairly closely with 
those reported in the Westinghouse-Westat Survey of family day care homes. On the other hand, ours is a 
biased sample in the number of the children under six found in the caregiver's home, being somewhat above 
the mean of our previous sample and of the national average. 
The reason for .this is that the sample includes a disproportionately srnall nu1nber of arrangements made 
between friends. Ours is a special sample that consists prin1arily of arrangements made between strangers who 
had no prior acquaintance· or relationship established prior to the formation of this arrangement. The majority 
of the sample did not know each other before the working mother responded to the caregiver's classified ad in 
the newspaper or prior to being referred to a caregiver by the Day Care Neighbor Service. Only 15% of the 
sample regarded themselves as friends to begin with. From the previous study Child Care by Kith we knew that 
women who take care of the child of a friend generally only have that one arrangement and there is but one 
child they are caring for other than their own. Caregivers who advertise in the newspaper however are more 
likely to have children of two families involving three day care children. In Table 2.1 it may be seen that 
counting all of the children under six at the sitter's (including the caregiver's own), the caregivers who 
advertised had the most children while those referred by the Day Care Neighbor Service had the least. 
In addition, the three sample sources differed significantly in mother's earnings (not family income). The 
mothers using the caregivers who advertised had the lowest earnings, the working mothers located through 
employment placement had the highest earnings, and the mothers located through the Day Care Neighbor 
Service had the widest range of earnings evenly distributed. See Table 2.2. 
On other key variables the sample sources did not differ significantly. See Table 2.3. There were no 
differences in the sitter's day care earnings or family income nor in their global satisfaction with the 
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No. children 
6 or more 
5 
4 
3 
I or 2 
Earnings 
$5000 or over 
$4000-4,999 
$3000-3,999 
less than $3000 
• 
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Table 2.1 Sample Sources and Number of Children 
Under Six at Sitters (Including Caregiver's Own) 
Sa111plc Sources 
Neighborhood Ads 
I 
4 9 
6 9 
2 8 
II 6 
14 8 
37 40 
Table 2.2 Sample Sources and Working Mother's 
Own Earnings 
Sample Sources 
Neighborhood Ads 
12 7 
9 7 
8 16 
8 10 
37 40 
E1npJoy1nent 
8 
1 
10 
11 
9 
39 
x2 = 11.050 
df= 8, p<.05 
Employment 
13 
16 
9 
I 
39 
x2 = 19.175 
df = 6, p<.OI 
116 • 
~ 
Table 2.3 Chi Square Comparison of Sample Sources 
on Family Income, Earnings, Duration, Number 
of Children under Six, and Satisfaction with Arrangement 
xz df p 
Sitter's family income I 1.122 8 p<.20 
Sitter's day care earnings 5.277 8 p<.80 
Number of children <6 at sitter's 17.050 8 p<.05* 
Sitter's satisfaction at T 1 (ladder) 2.870 4 p<.70 
Sitter's satisfaction at T 3(ladder) 4.945 8 p<.80 
Mother family income 4.635 6 p<.70 
Mother's own earnings 19.175 6 p<.01 ** 
Mother's satisfaction at TI (ladder) 8.330 6 p<.30 
Mother's satisfaction at T3(ladder) 3.085 4 p<.70 
Duration of the arrangement 2.234 2 p<.50 
arrangement at the beginning or end as measured by a "ladder scale." Also there was no difference between 
the three groups in the duration of the arrangements they made. 
Representativeness of Sample with Respect to When the Arrangement Began and Ended 
The data collection for the panel study began in September 1969 and extended for abnost one calendar 
year. With the exception of the summer months of June, July, and August, all other months of the year are 
well represented by new starting arrangements. The frequencies for starlings and endings are shown in Table 
2.4. The low number for December reflects not only the disruptions of the Christmas season but also the 
unusually severe snowstorms that occurred that year. The high number of arrangement endings in June reflects 
the fact that older members of the family frequently are pressed into service to look after the preschoolers 
when school lets out. For the purposes of this study arrangements were regarded as terminated if they ended 
for the summer even though a number of them might resume again during the fall. 
The Screening Process 
A screening process was necessary in order to arrive at a sample of new family day care arrangements. Most 
of the screening took place by telephone or personal contact prior to conducting a panel interview. However 
some cases had to be eliminated after the first interview, during which it becatne clear that the cases were not 
eligible for the sample. For exrunple, three cases were eliminated bec·~use the mother was a student and not a 
working mother. In many cases a mother who was a potential candidate for the sample decided not to go to 
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Table 2.4 Frequency of Arrangen1ent Startings and 
Endings by Month of the Year 
Began Ended 
September 15 6 
October 12 5 
November 11 8 
December 3 7 
January 16 11 
February 13 11 
March 21 8 
April 13 11 
May 11 8 
June 0 28 
July 10 
August 0 3 
116 116 
work or quit working or was laid off or turned to babysitting herself. Likewise caregivers were found not to be 
giving care any longer. In addition to screening out those ineligible by virtue of their work role, others were 
discovered not to be instances of family day care after all. Usually it meant care was being given by a relative, a 
nonrelative who came in or it was some form of center care. Agency supervised family day care was not 
included in the sample. Mutual aid arrangements that were not paid were not included and arrangements that 
involved less than ten hours per week were not included. Sixteen cases were eliminated because the mother 
had had a previous arrangement with this sitter or made a new arrangement with a sitter already in the sample; 
the sample had to consist of independent arrangements. One motherless family was eliminated because the 
interview schedule did not fit such circumstances. 
Thirty-five cases had to be rejected because the arrangements when discovered already were too old to 
follow in a panel study in which we wanted a reasonable comparability among the T 1 interviews as distinct 
from the T 2 interviews. Because of the difficulty of locating new arrangements in time to get interviews with 
both mother and sitter within a week or so of beginning, we allowed ourselves some latitude. Eighty percent of 
the T 1 interviews however, were conducted within three weeks of the beginning of the arrangement, and the 
T2 interviews were conducted approximately three weeks to one month later. Our idea was that initial 
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impressions regarding the forfl1ation of the arrangcn1ent were important to catch and that many changes would 
occur early in the arrangement. As nlany of the T 2 interviews as possible had to be conducted before the 
arrangement ended. 
An additional 12 cases had terminated after being contacted but prior to obtaining a T 1 interview and this 
will be pointed out in greater detail in Chapter VI. The sample is somewhat biased in durations by the loss of 
arrangements that lasted less than a week. 
Refusals 
In 24 cases we were unable to locate or make contact with the mother or the sitter, and 59 cases involved a 
refusal to be interviewed by either the mother or the sitter. Sample loss due to refusal poses a serious source of 
bias. By "refusal" we 1neant any reason that prevented the interviewer fro1n obtaining an interview, whether 
hostile or polite, whether due to lack of interest or some realistic circumstance or emergency that prevented 
getting a panel interview within a reasonable period of tin1e. Many working mothers were simply too harassed 
to feel that they could give the tin1e and participate in an interview. The necessity for interviewing both 
mother and sitter also provided both parties with a handy way out. The sitter would say the mother refused 
and the mother would say the sitter refused. If we lost either party to the arrangement at any point during the 
panel study then we lost the case for the sample reported in this report. In all, 163 caregivers were interviewed 
at ]east once, 148 working mothers were interviewed at least once, and at least one interview was available on 
180 arrangements. But sample attrition by either party reduced to 116 the number of cases on which complete 
panel data were available from T 1 through the T 3 interview. Of the arrangements lost to panel analysis after at 
least one interview was co1npleted, 27 were refusals. 
At least we have some basis for comparing the sample of 116 with the "sample loss" of 47 sitters and 32 
mothers. The differences between the sample and the sample loss groups were computed by Chi square on the 
following variables. See Table 2.5. It is evident that the average duration of the sample loss arrangements were 
slightly shorter, and that it was more difficult to keep in the sample those caregivers whose husbands had low 
education and whose fa1nilies were not intact. There was some loss of dissatisfied users and givers of care. 
The differences arc not dramatic however, and the remaining sample of 116 on which full panel data were 
available encompassed the complete range on the variables measured and permitted a study of the processes of 
change in the family day care arrangement on a broad cross-section of family day care arrangements. 
The differences between the sample and the sample loss would have been greater had we not made a special 
effort to recruit sample through a special sleuthing effort from among those who had experienced greatest 
difficulty in making and maintaining arrangements. Towards the end of the panel study two of our most 
resourceful interviewers were assigned the task of finding new arrangements of people whose previous 
experience showed evidence of great stress and discontinuity of care provided in unfavorable situations. Ten 
additional cases were added in this manner, helping to balance the sample with what we regarded as high risk 
cases. 
Data and Data Analysis 
Painstaking effort was taken to ensure the quality of the data: 
1) Having had conducted a major study of 104 mother-sitter pairs in ongoing arrangements provided us 
with invaluable pretest experience. We learned what kinds of questions could be asked and what distributions 
we were likely to encounter on many key variables. The attitude scales were developed on this so-called pretest 
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Table 2.S Chi Square Comparison of Sample and Sample Loss on Variables 
Mother x2 df p 
--
----
Work role satisfaction 3.373 4 p>.30 
Work role freedom 5.48 5 p>.30 
Satisfaction with type of care 6.522 3 p<.IO 
Freedom about type of care used 1.350 3 p>.70 
Satisfaction, n1other-sitter relationship 0.808 2 p>.50 
Satisfaction, sitter-child adjustment 8.652 3 p<.05* 
Satisfaction, mother-child relationship 3.044 2 p>.20 
Satisfaction with this arrangement 4.564 2 p>.IO 
Respondent's age 2.021 3 p>.50 
Amount of respondent's education 2.124 2 p>.30 
Number of days per week working 0.087 2 p>.70 
Working pattern - shift breakdown 0.713 p>.30 
Family intactness 0.029 p>.80 
Total family income 1.676 6 p>.90 
Respondent's earnings 2.646 4 p>.SO 
Ladder scale choice 2.629 4 p>.50 
Total number of children, this mother, under 18 years 5.134 2 p>.10 
Total number of children in this arrangement 2.277 2 p>.30 
Total hours/day spent in care in this arrangement 2.148 3 p>.50 
In general, how long plan to continue this arrangement 0.068 3 p>.99 
Specific time plan to continue this arrangement 4.668 2 p<.10 
Sitter 
Giver role satisfaction 0.077 3 p>.99 
Work role freedom 6.656 4 p>.IO 
Satisfaction with type of care given 5.637 2 p>.IO 
Freedom about type of care given 1.100 3 p>.70 
Satisfaction, mo th er-sitter relationship 5.120 3 p>.IO 
Satisfaction, sitter-child adjustment 3.336 2 p>.10 
Satisfaction, mother-child relationship 3.36 4 p>.50 
Satisfaction with this arrangement 9.734 2 p<.01 *' 
Amount of respondent's education 0.207 3 p>.95 
Amount of husband's education 9.921 4 p<.05* 
Number of days per week working 2.762 2 p>.20 
Family intactness 6.513 p<.02* 
.Total family income 8.331 7 p>.30 
Respondent's earnings 6.353 5 p>.20 
ladder scale choice 8.872 4 p>.IO 
Total number of other families getting care this sitter 2.072 3 p>.50 
Total number of other day care children in sitter's home 3.104 5 p>.50 
In general, how long plan to continue this arrangement 4.132 3 p>.20 
Specific time plan to continue this arrangement 6.630 5 p>.20 
Subject of duration came up while arrangement was made 0.132 p>.70 
If so, who brought it up 0.27 3 p>.95 
Duration 
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f1111plc. In 1nany ways the previous study prepared us for the 111uch n1orc con1plicatcd task of managing a panel 
&:u<ly involving six interviews, three with the tnother and three with the caregiver. 
2) A great deal of tin1e was devoted to training and supervising the team of interviewers. Morale and quality 
pontrol were sustairie<l through regular meetings with these interviewers as a group and through individual 
i;upervision, reliability checks, and conferences. Since half of the interviews were tape recorded this provided 
Im additional basis for analysis of the reliability and validity of coded material. Biweekly group meetings were 
iheld to resolve problems of interpretation and to reinforce co1nn1011 oricnla!ions toward 1hc llllHC diffiL'Uit 
-(Judgments interviewers were required to make. The complete interview schedules, the interviewer instructions, 
/and the coding layout are available on request. The data used in the study were obtained in the context of an 
i:'interview situation, with additional information collected by means of written questionnaire between the first 
i. and second interviews. Data were obtained separately from the users and givers of family day care by 
f independent interviewers. Five mother interviewers and five sitter interviewers were used over the nine 1nonth 
f period during which most of the data were collected. Each interviewer continued with the respondent she 
i started with, except for a number of T 3 interviews which had to be completed by two interviewers who stayed 
{ on· to complete these interviews on arrangements that continued for a long time. No conferring was permitted 
l between mother interviewers and sitter interviewers except regarding anything the other needed to know in 
I order to make initial contact with the respondent. Emphasis was placed on maintaining confidentiality of 
interview material from the other party to the arrangement as well as from employers, social agencies, and the 
Internal Revenue Service. Interviews usually took place in the home, and occasionally husbands were present, 
influencing to some extent respondent's answers to questions. 
3) A careful job was done of coding the data and checking the accuracy of the data at each step as it 
proceeded from the schedules to the punch cards, to the computer data tapes, to computer print-outs and to 
final reporting. The responses to all open-ended interview questions were coded by two coders and very few 
;'.discrepancies needed to be resolved. A first stage print-out including missing data was used to solve problems 
\:of missing data and to deal with distributions involving too few responses. A variety of checks were made on 
~scale items and interview iten1s for a~curacy of coding and respondent's consistency. A check of all code sheets 
~was made for correctness of plus and minus signs; the means of all card sort items were checked for each time 
[:period, watching for extreme values; all factor scores were checked for extreme values which then were 
[compared \Vith the .interview schedules for evidence of extreme position related to the factor content reported. 
!Frequencies on all items were checked for unusual responses, and all difference scores {T rT i), were checked 
ilror extreme or unlikely changes in attitude. The coding of interview material was checked for consistency. 
4) The reliability and validity of the scale data which were used to measure change in attitude benefited 
ffrom the fact that scale construction was done on the previous independent sample. Cronbach's Coefficient 
;Alpha2 was used as a criterion of internal consistency, and these reliabilities are shown in Chapter VIII for the 
)previous sample and for each administration in the present panel. The alphas for the change scores are also 
fshown. To some extent multitrait-multimethod analyses were conducted. This was possible because most 
ldomains were measured by at least two different kinds of data. With different methods of measuring the same 
!;things it was possible by comparing correlations to establish at least partially the construct validity of some 
~key concepts. To a considerable extent this was done in the previous study and not repeated in the panel study 
tin which a more economical use of variables was necessary. A factor analysis of the scales developed in the 
{previous study served as a second order analysis and in addition to the data reduction so achieved provided 
lfurther validation of the major domains that were being measured. In the predictive studies, however, reported 
!in Chapter XI we found that the different kinds of data supplemented one another as predictors of the 
~stability of the arrangement. The factor analyses were kept small with never less than twice as many subjects as 
i! l 2Cronbach, Lee J., "Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests," Psychontetrika 16 ( 1951), pp. 297-334. 
c 
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variables and usually with even more favorable ratios, thus reducing the opportunity to capitalize on chance 
In the multiple regressions a considerably reduced nu1nber of predictors were used, and where there were a 
large number conservative criteria were applied for recognizing predictors. 
Despite the care that was taken to develop accurate, reliable, and valid data, the da la have limitations that 
should be kept in mind. The use of correlations, factor analysis, and multiple regression rests on assumptions 
that have only partially been met. The lack of homoscedasticity for some distributions and the lack of 
linearity of some relationships between variables resulted in lower correlations than might have been found' 
had appropriate transformations been made on all variables and had distribution.free statistics been used when 
they would have resulted in a better fit with the data. However, in view of the stage of the investigation and 
the large scope of domains included in the study, the quicker but dirtier methods seemed appropriate to use. 
The relevant distributions are shown including scatter plots of the T 3 scale scores by T 1 level. Though the 
results are probably somewhat conservative, key sources of stability and instability of the family day care 
arrangement were identified, and some of these probably should be investigated further with improved 
measurement models. 
Sources and Kinds of Data 
Roughly parallel kinds of panel data were obtained from both parties to the arrangement. These were 
independent sources of data not only with respect to the interview responses of the mothers and sitters but 
also with respect to the interviewer ratings and typology judgments made by the mother interviewers and the 
sitter interviewers. 
Five different kinds of data were obtained: 
1) There were relatively "hard" variable demographic characteristics of the mothers and of the sitters and 
of the a1Tangement that they had made. For sample, age, education, and income were more informational than 
attitudinal data. Most of the information supplied by mothers and sitters about the arrangement, e,g., hours 
child was in care, showed high levels of agreement and permitted us to use one party's version. 
2) There were the attitude scales which ranged from attitudes towards one's general circumstances, e.g., 
Economic Need to Work, to specific sources of satisfaction with this arrangement, e.g., Sitter's Dissatisfaction 
with the Mother's Long Hours, Demands, and Lack of Planfulness, These scales which were based on responses 
to 150 standardized items are described in greater detail in Chapter VIII. These response data were used as 
repeat measures and represented one of the major techniques for measuring change. 
3) Self reports about work role history and family characteristics, as well as social interaction between the 
two families were also obtained by means of a written questionnaire. Some of these items supplied us with 
additional infonnation concerning the nature of the social relationship between the two parties1 as a 
supplement to interviewer judgments. 
4) Precoded interview questions included some direct measures of perceived change. For example a "ladder 
scale" was used at each interview to obtafn the respondent's global rating of her overall satisfaction with the 
arrangement, and at T2 and T3 interviews she was shown where she had rated it before and asked where she 
would put it now. Also direct reports of changed attitudes were elicited at the T3 interview concerning a range 
of possible sources of dissatisfaction, e.g., convenience, did it get better, worse or stay the same? 
5) In addition to precoded items, much of the interview material was coded by office staff independently 
of the interviewers. Coded responses to open-ended interview questions carried the burden of much of the data 
concerning the specific content of attitudes. 
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6) Interviewer ratings and typings that required observation and training were relied upon to 1neasure son1e 
ditnensions of attitude and behavior. In the family day care arrangement three relationships \Vere principally 
involved - between n1other and child, between sitter and child, and between 1nothcr and sitter. Satisfaction 
with each of these dyadic relationships was rated by the interviewers. The interviewers also made complex 
typology judgments discussed in Chapter VI, as well as ratings of patterns of interpersonal behavior referred to 
in this study as "adaptive orientation," see Chapter X. 
Response Sets 
Since self reports of attitudes are subject to response sets, especially that of presenting oneself in a 
favorable, socially desirable light, an effort was made to minimize this tendency. Jn the first place the specific 
manifest content of the scale items were not general opinions such as, "A mother shouldn't yell at a child," 
but rather were first person statements about "my" feelings about or perceptions of "my" arrangement with 
"this" person, e.g., ''Taking care of her child is more ·of a drain than 1 expected" or "I like the way her 
children behave." Even the general attitude items had this particular quality of self reference, e.g., "I would 
rather work than stay home." As Becker and Krug have pointed out, items such as we used are less subject to 
defensiveness and social desirability than items of general opinion. 3 Nevertheless, at the conclusion of the T 3 
interview the Marlowe-Crowne Scale of Social Desirability was given to respondents as a way of determining to 
what extent our 1neasures were subject to a general tendency towards defensiveness in attitude.4 The scale 
includes items such as, "There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone" or "I have almost 
never felt the urge to tell someone off." (Fifty percent of respondents gave a socially desirable response to the 
first item and 14 percent to the second, with the sitters more prone to so respond by a difference of about 6 
percent.) For the scale as a whole, the results are shown as follows for the 33-item scale: 
mothers sitters 
Percentage of items given a socially desirable response 55% 58% 
Mean score 18.37 I8.55 
Standard deviation 5.I9 .5.22 
An examination of the correlations between the Marlowe.Crowne scores and the sCale scores.for measuring 
!'m1ot11er and sitter attitudes reveals no strong relationship and only a handful of correlations barely significant 
at the five percent level. The results are shown in Tables 2.6 and 2.7. The Marlowe-Crowne scores for mothers 
and sitters were used as predictors in Chapter VI and did account for very small proportions of the variance of 
the stability criteria. However, we concluded that this tendency represented no serious threat to the validity of 
the attitude data. 
The Strategy of Data Reduction and Analysis 
An overview of the strategy of data reduction will help the reader to follow the content of the chapters. In 
Chapter III, 22 mother demographic variables and 22 sitter demographic variables were used to describe the 
3Wesley C. Becker and Ronald S. Krug, "The Parent Attitude Research Instrument - A Critical Review," Child Development, 
36 (June 1965), 329-365. 
4oougfas P, Crowne and David Marlow, The Approval Motive: Studies in Evaluative Dependence (New York: Wiley, 1964). 
See also John P. Robinson and Phillip R. Shaver, Measures of Social Psychological Attitudes (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan Institute for Social Research, 1969). 
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Table 2.6 Correlations Between Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale and Mother Attitude Scales 
T1 T3 
1. Sat. S's concern 
.19 .17 
3. Prefer work role over ho1ne role .04 .03 
4. Economic need 
-.15 
-.07 
5. M's assertion .. . 
-.01 .06 
6. Confidence in sitters .11 .19 
7. Job sat. and market advantage .13 .19 
8. Complaints S's possessiveness -.05 -.13 
9. Playmates reason for T .A. .16 .17 
JO. Need for flexible sitter 
-.JO -.12 
11. Disadv. sitting market -.16 
-.18 
12. Reluctance to interfere .20 .21 
13. Guilt child's adjustment -.18 -.13 
14. Feeling people disapprove -.05 -.08 
15. Expect child can get along any sitter .08 .04 
16. Prefer uninvolved businesslike relationship -.JO -.05 
17. Inter-family closeness (revision of No. 2) .05 .04 
T3·T1 
.05 
·.Ol 
.10 
.08 
. I I 
.I I 
-.08 
.03 
-.04 
-.01 
.03 
.04 
-.03 
-.04 
.04 
-.01 
. sample and in cross-tabulations to answer the question, what kinds of working mothers picked what kinds of 
caregivers. Each of these two sets of 22 variables was reduced to seven rotated factors not only for descriptive 
purposes in Chapter III but also the seven mother demographic factors and the seven sitter demographic 
factors were used in Chapter XI as predictors of the stability of the arrangement. Likewise in Chapter IV, 16 
mother-sitter variables were used to describe the basic econo1nic characteristics of the family day care 
arrangement. 1bey were reduced to five rotated factors, and these arrangement faclors were used not only for 
descriptive purposes in Chapter IV but also as predictors of the stability of the arrangement in Chapter XI. In 
Chapter X most of the analysis concerns 30 attitude scales, of which 16 are mother attitudes and 14 are sitter 
attitudes. These scales which were constructed in our previous study already represent a considerable data 
reduction by means of factor analytic procedures and item analysis to create scales that were both internally 
consistent and discrete in their content from one another. Although a "second order" factor analysis of the 
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Table 2.7 Correlations Between Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale and Sitter Attitude Scales 
1. Sat. M's concern 
3. Economic need 
4. Expressive needs met 
5. Approval of M's discipline 
6. Only certain children 
7. Dissat. M's long hours 
8. Disapproval of mothers working 
9. Role power 
I 0. Emotional drain 
I I. Market disadvantage 
1 12. Role strain 
13. Restricts hours 
14. Sat. child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness (revision of No. 2) 
.02 .02 .01 
.02 .09 .09 
.04 .03 -.02 
.09 .04 -.04 
. I I .13 .03 
-.07 .03 .09 
.05 .13 .08 
.00 .04 .05 
-.IO -.07 -.01 
.05 .07 -.01 
-.11 -.09 .03 
-.07 -.14 -.08 
.05 -.00 -.05 
.07 .09 .02 
Sitter Marlowe-Crowne X Mother Marlowe-Crowne -.11 
Sitter Marlowe-Crowne X duration -. JO 
Mother Marlowe-Crowne X duration .09 
Sitter Marlowe-Crowne X Sitter Adaptive Orientation -.JO 
Sitter Marlowe-Crowne X Mother Adaptive Orientation -.15 
Mother Marlowe-Crowne X Sitter Adaptive Orientation -.14 
Mother Marlowe-Crowne X Mother Adaptive Orientation -.07 
scale scores and of the change scores is reported, scale scores and not second order factor scores were used as 
predictors of stability. Thus, the attitude scale predictors used in Chapter XI are the same attitude scales used 
in Chapter VIII to assess and describe the changes in attitude from T1 to TJ. Additional interview material is 
used in Chapter XI to describe reasons for termination of the arrangement as well as additional ~ources of 
predictors of termination. Also, interviewer judgments regarding the adaptive orientation of mothers and 
sitters and of the type of arrangement are used both descriptively in Chapter X and predictively in Chapter XI. 
A maximum of 50 variables were used as predictors of the stability of the arrangement, and an effort was 
made to predict from the demographic and arrangement factors separately, then adding satisfaction levels at 
T J, and finally adding measures of change. 
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CHAPTER Ill 
WHAT KINDS OF MOTHERS PICKED WHAT KINDS OF CAREGIVERS? 
PART ONE: DISTRIBUTIONS AND CROSS-TABULATIONS 
What kinds of 1nothers and sitters are \Ve talking about in this report? In answer to this question we 
describe mothers and sitters in tenns of their basic life circumstances such as occupation, age, marital status, 
and family size. These are conditions which they would bring to any family day care arrangement they might 
make, and as \Ve shall see there are important differences in the life circu1nstances of the t\.VO parties. Rather 
than a similarity of circun1stances, we sec a complementary fit between the1n. 
Race 
Approximately five percent of the working mothers and a slightly larger percentage of the caregivers were 
; fnon-white, reflecting the co1nposition of the Portland metropolitan area's population of working mothers. In 
?the analyses that follow race is disregarded. However, many of the socioeconomic variables associated with 
;_race, such as occupation, play an important part in-..the analysis. As was pointed out in the introduction, a 
\disproportionately large number of whites use family day care. Yet despite differences between blacks and 
fwhites in their use of and preference for family day care, to a considerable extent these differences can be 
faccounted for in terms of economic factors such as occupation and income. The non-white group in our 
i_sample is too small for separate statistical analysis, and no special attention is given to the race factor in any of 
;the analyses. 
,! 
\Occupational Socioeconomic Status (SES) 
, The socioeconomic status of the working mothers in the sample ranges from 7 to 82 on the I 00 point Reiss 
!Socioeconomic Index for Occupations (1961). 1 With only a four percent representation of professional 
!occupations, the sample gave about equal representation to the following four largest groups: secretaries and 
[office workers, bank tellers/telephone operators, sales, and textile workers. Approximately 35 percent of the 
j)satnple were blue collar workers. The distribution is shown in Table 3.1. An exact basis for comparison does 
fnot exist in census data; however, a rough comparison is shown in Box 3.1, comparing the sample distribution 
I to that of occupations of working mothers of children under fourteen for the western region of the United 
c 2 ; States. 
{ 1 Albert J. Reiss, Jr., Occupations and Social Status (New York: Free Press, l 961) 
ill 
l 2Low and Spindler, op cit., p. 54. 
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S. E. I. * 
().14 
15-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-over 
Table 3.1 Occupational SES of Working Mothers 
Model Occupation 
-------- .. ,. _____ ,,_. 
service workers 
operatives 
craftsmen 
sales 
tellers, telephone operators 
secretaries 
professional 
N= 
f 
6 
27 
4 
20 
24 
30 
5 
116 
Median occupation: telephone operator 
Mean SE! score: 42.36; s.d. = 18.16 
*Socioccono1nic Index (Reiss Sc<ile) 
Occupation Groups 
Farmers & Farm 
Service Workers 
Private household 
Craftsmen, etc. 
Sales 
Clerical 
Profess., mgr., etc. 
Box 3.1 FOR COMPARISON: CENSUS DATA ON OCCUPATION 
OF WORKING MOTHERS OF CHILDREN UNDER 14 
(WEST U.SA.)* 
% 
5 
23 
3 
17 
21 
26 
4 
1009l 
Percent 
2 
17 
2 
11 
6 
43 
19 
100% 
N = 1,016,000 
*Low and Spindler, 1968 
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Occupational SES of Husband 
Since the caregivers all fall into one occupation category, one must look to the occupation of the husband 
for a comparison of the occupationally based SES of the mother and sitter families. Table 3.2 shows a 
comparison of these two distributions. 
S.E.I.* 
0-14 
15-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 
75-84 
85-over 
N = 116 
*Socioeconomic Index (Reiss Scale) 
Table 3.2 Husband's Occupational SES, 
Percentage Distributions for Mothers and Sitters 
Mother's 
Husband's SES 
28 
median•23 
6 
4 
13 
3 
14 
3 
6 
100% 
)(=43.4 
sd = 23.1 
Sitter's 
Husband's SES 
9 
36 
median-+16 
IO 
14 
·2 
4 
6 
3 
!00% 
x = 34.5 
sd=2l.2 
Occupational status of husband (Reiss Index) was not a basis of mother-sitter matching; the Reiss SES 
scores were not significantly correlated (r=.10), and, as the cross-tabulation in Table 3.3 shows, occupational 
SES of·the husbands did not match up like with like for more than half the sample. Nor was there any 
one-way tendency for mothers to have lower SES sitters or vice versa. The results show considerable latitude in 
both upward and downward cross-class matching. 
Table 3.3 Sitter's Husband's Occupational SES by 
Mother's Husband's Occupational SES* 
Mother's Husband 
Sitter's 
Husband 
0-24 
25-64 
65-over 
*Where no husband, mother's job SEI substituted 
0-24 
31 
19 
9 
59 
25-64 65-over 
11 11 
18 11 
2 4 
31 26 
53 
48 
15 
1161 
27 
Education 
A con1parison of the cdut·ation llf 1notht'rs and sillt'r:- and ;1lsn nf !ht•u hushands sl11nrs !hat !ht• nhHh~·1 
had 1nore education than the sitters and the 111othcrs' husbands n1ore than the sitters' husbands. Sec Tablt• J.4 
The education of 111others' husbands showed the widest variation with 21 percent not having gone beyonc 
grade school and 17 percent having graduated from college. 
Table 3.4 Education of Mothers, Sitters, 
and Their Husbands 
Education Mother Sitter Mother's Sitter's 
Husband Husband 
grade school 1 2 21 10 
some high school 5 20 8 16 
high school graduate 43 50 31 43 
some college 44 27 23 25 
college graduate 7 17 6 
N = 116 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Beyond High School 51% 28% 40% 31% 
------~ 
As one would expect, considering the higher percentage of n1others than sitters who went beyond high 
school, one finds the working 1nother more apt to be using a caregiver with less education than the other way 
around (51 vs. 17). See Table 3 .5. However, the linear correlation is nonsignificant (r=.08). 
Sitter's Education 
less than 12 yrs 
high school graduate 
beyond high school 
Residential SES 
Table 3.5 Sitter's Education and Mother's Education 
less than 12 yrs 
0 
4 
3 
7 
Mother's Education 
high school 
graduate 
11 
29 
IO 
50 
beyond high 
school 
15 
25 
19 
59 
2( 
Sf 
32 
116 
In addition to occupation and education, residence also provides an indicator of socioeconomic status. 
Furthermore, it is one that is readily visible to mothers and sitters as they approach one another in making an 
arrangement. Characteristics of the residence and neighborhood were rated by the interviewers and the 
distributions follow in Table 3.6. In general, there was no overall difference between the neighborhoods of 
mothers and sitters collectively, but the sitters were somewhat more likely to live in a single family home and 
where traffic was light. Cross-tabulations and correlations, however, showed a low order of correlation 
between the residential SES variables for the mother-sitter pair. 
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Table 3.6 Residential SES of Mothers and Sitters 
Nc~!:_h.~~ Resp. Neighbor Resp. 
~-~ 
Predo1ninant Type f)ctachcd single fan1ily 
of Dwelling in hon1cs, l:irgc lots 20 ( 13) 16 (17) 
Neighborhood: Same, sm,tll lots 59 (47) 72 (63) 
(type of dwelling Duplexes I ( 3) I ( 3) 
this respondent) Apt. houses, courts 13 (31) 6 (JO) 
Rooming house or converted 
house 4 ( 4) 5 ( 7) 
Apts; in commercial units 3 ( 2) 0 ( 0) 
Trailer courts 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 
100% 100% 100% 100% 
Neighborhood: Mother Sitter 
Residential 61 70 
Rural & Residential 11 4 
Rural 0 2 
Commercial & Residential 27 24 
Commercial 0 
100% 100% 
General SES Level 
of Neighborhood: Upper 4 0 
Middle 35 33 
Modest 54 53 
Lower 7 14 
106% 100% 
Type of 
Neighborhood: Newer established 12 15 
Older established 35 36 
Newer, developing 8 3 
Older, changing 26 24 
Older, rundown 19 21 
Older, slum 0 I 
100% 100% 
General Upkeep 
of Neighborhood: Good 32 33 
Mixed 55 52 
Poor 13 15 
Traffic 100% 100% 
Conditions: Dead-end street 13 6 
Light 51 71 
Heavy 28 17 
Arterial 8 6 
Upkeep of 
-100% 100% 
Respondent's Meticulous 14 7 
ffome: Neat & clean 45 42 
Adequate 27 29 
Messy & cluttered JO 16 
Dirty or in poor repair 4 6 
100% 100% 29 
Incotne 
In Table J.7 the t'arnings nf 1no1hcrs and si!lt'rs. as \Vcll as tlH'ir fa1nily ilh.'llllH's. an'_ ClHnpan•d, 'l'hc fan1ili 
of \Vorking 1nolhL'rs \VL'rl' SlHllL'\vhat n1orL' likL•ly h) havl' in~·llllll'S lit' $10,000 a yt•:u and ~1hl1Yc, \\'hi 
two-thirds of the family incomes of the sitter's family fell between $5,000 and $10,000. It is dear that ti 
sitter's earnings from day care represent a sinall proportion of her family income since 89 percent earned le: 
that $2,000 per year from giving day care. In contrast, 79 percent of mother earnings fell between $3,000 an· 
$7 ,000 per year. Only a low correlation (r=.20) was found between the family incomes of the two contractin. 
parties. 
Annual A1nount 
less than $1,000 
$1,000-1,999 
$2,000-2,999 
$3,000-4,999 
$5 ,000-6,999 
$7 ,000-9,999 
Table 3.7 Earnings and Family Incomes of 
Mothers and Sitters 
Own Earnings Family Income 
Mother Sitter Mother Sitter 
3 41 0 0 
4 med'48 2 
9 7 I 2 
med'56 3 !8 14 
25 I 19 32 
3 0 med'35 med .. 36 
$10,000 and above 0 26 14 
100% 100% 100% !00% 
Family incomes of our sample correspond reasonably well tu the estimated distribution of family incothe 
reported by the Westinghouse-Westat Day Care Survey of 1970 for the parents of children in family day car 
homes. 3 The estimates were based on a national area probability sample. The comparison is shown in Box 3.: 
Under $2,000 
$2,000-2,999 
$3,000-3,999 
$4,000-5,999 
$6,000-7 ,999 
$8 ,000-9 ,999 
$10,000 or more 
*page 101. 
3Johns et al, p.101. 
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Box 3.2 FOR COMPARISON: ESTIMATED FAMILY INCOME OF 
PARENTS OF CHILDREN IN FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES 
(Westinghouse-Westat National Probability Sample, 1970)* 
Westat (l 970) 
6.7 
7.5 
4.9 
15.9 
med'23.S 
21.6 
19.8 
!00% 
Our Sample (l 969 
I 
I 
8 
IS 
24 
med'25 
27 
!00% 
;:1rital Status and Family Incomes 
; For working tnothers fa1nily incon1c is dnunatically associated with having a husband. The effect of this 
fcond salary is shown in Table 3.8 in which ii 1nay be seen that fa111ily incn111cs of under $6,000 arc al!nost 
_fvariably those of won1cn whose 1narital status is not intact while inco1nes of $7 ,000 or tnore are ahnost 
-:~variably those of women of intact families. 
Table 3.8 Mother's Family Income by Marital Status 
Jnder $6,000 
kooo-6,999 
S7 ,000 or over 
y= .93; x2=63.51 p<.001 
if= 2 
' 
Not Intact 
25 
8 
5 
38 
Marital Status 
Intact 
3 
9 
66 
78 
28 
17 
71 
116 I 
Two-thirds of the sample were working mothers with intact families. The complete distribution of marital 
1tusisshown in Table 3.9. 
married 
lhvorced 
:lido wed 
~arried, intact 
' 
' 
Table 3.9 Marital Status of Mothers 
and Sitters, Distribu lions 
Mothers 
9 
6 
17 
67 
100% 
Sitters 
0 
2 
6 
91 
100% 
1 How long had they been a one-parent family? The sitters mostly over a year but half of the mothers more 
[,cently, relating to their entry into the labor force. See Table 3.10. 
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Table 3.10 How Long a One-Parent Family 
Mothers Sitter. 
Less than 6 111011 ths 11 2 
7 months less than I year 8 0 
1 year less than 2 years 9 0 
2 years less than 4 years 10 4 
4 years less than 6 years 0 0 
7 years or more 0 3 
38 9 
How long mother a one-parent family 
How long a <I year >l year 
working <l yr 14 4 
mother >I yr 6 14 
Yule's Q = .78; xz = 8.674 1 df 
Newness to the Role of Working Mother or to the Role of Caregiver 
In Table 3.11 it may be seen that 48 percent of the working mothers and 48 percent of the caregivers wee< 
relatively new to the role, having been a working mother or a caregiver less than one year. Then, however, th€ 
distribution shifts, with more sitters than mothers having performed the role for four years or more. Thus. 
both groups include wide variation in the amount of experience with perfor.mance of the roles. 
Table 3.11 How Long as a Working Mother 
or as a Caregiver 
As a Working Mother As a Caregive1 
Under 3 months 23 33 
3 months-1 year 25 15 
l-2years 18 8 
24 years 30 22 
4 years or more 4 22 
100% 100% 
32 
Continuously'! Yes 93 72 
No 44 
116 116 
It raises the question of whether working mothers who are new to the role use sitters who are new to the 
or those who are more experienced. New working mothers used sitters of all amounts of experience, but 
some tendency to use the more experienced caregivers. Those who had been working moihers for at least 
two years, showed a tendency to select brand new sitters who had been giving care for less than thre!' months. 
See Table 3 .12. This suggests some special recruitment and selection process on the part of working mothers, 
perhaps to complement as needed their own limited experience and to discount need for an experienced 
caregiver if they are experienced themselves. 
Table 3.12 Length of Caregiver Experience by 
Length of Experience as Working Mother 
Mother's Work Role Experience 
Sitter's Length of 
Caregiver Experience 
Under 3 monihs 
! 3 monihs-1 year 
[1-2 years 
i 2-4 years 
\ 
t 4 years or more 
~ 
t 
11'=.45; xZ= 12.81; 4df,p<.OS 
!Stability of Residence 
Less than 2 years 2 years or n1ore 
18 20 
II 7 
9 
11 5 
28 6 
77 39 
N = 116 
, Table 3.13 shows how long mothers and sitters had lived at their current address, in their present 
!neighborhood, and in ihe Portland metropolitan area. ! It may be seen that substantially more working mothers were new to their neighborhoods than were the 
{sitters; however, there was little systematic pattern of selection on the basis of length of residence (r=.19 for 
ltime in neighborhood; r=.14 (n.s.) for time at current address; r=-.02 (n.s.) for time in Portland area). The 
·figures also show some moving within the neighborhood, especially for the sitters. 
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Table 3.13 Stability of Residence of Mothers and Sitters 
Length of Residence In this Metropolitan Area In this Neighborhood At this Address 
Mother Sitter Mother Sitter Mother Sitter 
Under three months 3 0 23 9 27 11 
Three months less than I year JO 5 30 20 33 33 
I year less than 2 years 4 5 9 21 I I 19 
2 years less than 4 years 9 16 18 17 18 13 
4 years less than 6 years 15 9 10 9 8 8 
6 years or more 59 65 10 24 3 16 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~han I year 13% 5% 53% 29% 60% 44% 
ar or over 87% 95% 47% 71% 40% 56% 
Age and Stage of Family Development 
As pointed out in the introduction, the users of fan1ily day care are young fa1nilies. Thus, 68 percent of the 
mothers were under 25 years of age. By contrast 28 percent of the sitters were under 25. The sitters ranged in 
age from 16 to 61, but only seven sitters were age 50 or over. Fifty-five percent fell in the ten year age span 
between 25 and 35, and 83 percent were between the ages of lwenty and forty. Thus, these results confirm 
those of our previous study that the caregivers available for and used for fa1nily day care tend to be older than 
the working n1othcrs. Deviant from this generalization were the eight sitters who were less than twenty years 
old; with one exception they were used by older mothers. Likewise, all but one of the seven youngest mothers 
(those under twenty) used older sitters. Age of caregiver by age of mother is plotted in Table 3.14. Cases 
falling above the diagonal line are those in which the working mother used a caregiver older than herself. 
Although this is the prevailing characteristic of family day care arrangements, the ages of the two women bear 
no systematic relationship except that the sitters are older. (r=-.02 n.s.; but the sign test for sitter older vs. 
mother older (74 vs. 35) is significant, z=J.9; p<.001.) 
Also their families are further along. Since this is a study primarily of the arrangen1ents for children under 
six, 100 percent of the working mothers in the sample had children five years old or younger. And 80 percent 
had no children older than that. In contrast, the sitters, who also tended to have larger families than the 
mothers, had children ranging over a greater span of years, but with relatively less concentration in the early 
age group. This is summarized in the following percentages: 
Later in this chapter we shall see that these variables combine with age lo provide an index of the stage of 
family development for the mother's and for the sitter's family. An additional indicator of the stage of family 
development is the age of youngest child which is shown in Table 3.16. Thirty-six more mothers than sitters 
had a youngest child of less than three. Again as with the age of mother and sitter, the ages of their youngest 
children were not correlated. The only systematic relationship is that the sitters were at a later stage of family 
34 
3. 14 
,J ~· 
""' l 
r 
i 
' 
·I·'' v, 
A 
(;. 
E 
" 
4t1 
c 
A 
R 
' 3-:>{ G 
I I v 1' .· 
fl. I 
301 . . 
. 
.. 
... 
.· 
. · 
. ... 
. ·
P<. 
. . 
• 
, Age of Caregiver hy Age of llother 
: 
.· •' 
: 
.. .. • 
I • ..
.. • . .: 
. . 
.. 
• • . 
. . 
• 
AGE. or· l-IOTI.'!. /~ 
• 
• 
·-~M,,_o-"th_!'_i:__ 
under 25 25 or ov~r 
Sunder~· I I 
I 25 1 30'.;) 12(26~) ; 
T 25 or I . 
T older 6u(?O'.>) . 35(74'.;~. 
~ 69( 100%) 47( 100%)ll~ 
Mother Sitter 
under 25 59 28 
25 or over 41 72 
100% 100% 
Sitter older (above diagonal)=74 
Same age (on diagonal) = 7 
/·lather older (belm1 diagonal)=35 
tl=TR-
z=3.9; p<.001 (sign test) 
r = - .02 
35 
development. The sitter's youngest was older in seventy arrangen1ents versus twenty-seven where the mo the; 
child was older. (z=4.08, p<.0001.) The entire cross-tabulation is shown as evidence of the diversity in ho 
the mothers and sitters matched. 
Mother 
No children yet () 
. .\.111.'hildrt'Il undt'r <• '.i1' 
All children under 6 and 6 but less than 12 19 
All children under 6 and 12 but less than 18 I 
Children in all 3 age ranges 0 
All children at home 6 but under 18 0 
JOO% 
The complete distributions are shown in Table 3 .l S 
Table 3.15 Number of Children by Age Groups, 
Mothers and Sitters 
Number of Children Mother 
None 0 
One 77 
Under 6 Two 19 
Three 3 
Four 1 
100% 
None 83 
One JS 
Two I 6 less 
Three 1 than 12 
Four 0 
100% 
None 98 
One 2 
12 less Two 0 
than 18 Three 0 
Four 0 
JOO% 
None JOO 
18 or over One 0 
(Grown and Two 0 
left home) Three or n1ore 0 
JOO% 
36 
Sitte 
2 
" 26 
I 
9 
19 
100% 
Sitter 
23 
46 
28 
3 
0 
100% 
S3 
24 
lS 
4 
4 
100% 
77 
JO 
8 
2 
3 
100% 
86 
6 
2 
6 
JOO% 
of 
kare-
l~iver's 
fYoung-
fest 
r 
!child 
' 
no children yet 
under 3 mos 
3 mos<lyr 
1<2 yrs 
2<3 yrs 
3<4 yrs 
4<5 yrs 
5<6 yrs 
6<7 yrs 
7<8 yrs 
8 yrs or over 
at home 
all children 
grown 
Caregiver's 
Youngest 
X2 =1.484 df= 2 n.s. 
Table 3.16 Age of Caregiver's Youngest Child 
by Age of Working Mother's Youngest Child 
Age of Mother's Youngest Child 
0-3mo 3mo<lyr 1<2yr 2<3yr 3<4yr 
I I 
2 4 
4 5 
7 4 
2 2 
4 3 2 
2 3 
4 3 2 
l, 
4 33 35 17 13 
Mother's Youngest 
<3 3<6 
--
<3 38 15 
3<6 28 8 
___ ,.,_ 
6+ 21 4 
----·-· 
84 27 
(76) (24) 
*2 caregivers have no children; both pregnant. 
4<Syr S<6yr 
2 
3 
2 
7 7 
53 
36 
25 
114* I 
2 
2 
21 
13 
17 
13 
13 
10 
7 
3 
12 
3 
[;] 
{46) 
(32) 
(22) 
(100%) 
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Family Size 
Some indication of family size was already evident in the above, but a more complete picture is shown i 
Table 3.17 which presents the number of children under 18. The larger family size of the sitters is apparen 
On the average sitters have families that are larger by one child. One would expect this partly because th' 
sitters and their families are older. Its significance lies in the fact that family day care users place their childre1 
with caregivers who have experience in raising children of their own. 
Table 3.17 Family Size of Mothers and Sitters 
Number of Children Mothers Sitters 
0 0 2 
1 63 26 
2 27 23 
3 7 13 
4 2 13 
5 1 4 
6 0 4 
7 0 3 
8 0 0 
9 0 2 
100% 100% 
Mean= 1.50 Mean= 2.69 
Median= 1 Median= 2 
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lsummary and Discussion 
. 
Within the scope of the variables studied we see wil..le variation in the n1anncr in which n1others and sitters 
1natched the1nselves. (~onspicuousJy absent arc strong siniilarities between 111othcrs and sitters with respect to 
;: the background characteristics they brought to their arrangen1ents. Sitnilarity was n1easured by positive 
,. correlation coefficients, which typically were nonsignificant. Exceptions were the SES characteristics of the 
neighborhood, though even here the correlations were low. These arc the features of house and neighborhood 
that would be most visible to one another. Yet such similarity would be expected also because of the 
proximity of the sitter's home demanded by users of family day care. 
On the whole, the only systematic patterns of selection were those of complementarity as measured by I) 
negative correlations, such as between mother's and sitter's years of experience in the role of working mothers 
or of caregiver, or 2) pairing that departed from a normal binomial distribution, such as on the age variable in 
which sitters were older than mothers more frequently than vice versa. There are exceptions, such as a group 
of very young sitters used by older mothers. But this counter-trend was consi~tent with the tendency toward 
complementary fit in experience such as those women with two or more years experience as working mothers 
using sitters with only three months or Jess experience as caregivers, while if the mothers were new and inex· 
perienced as working mothers, they tended to use the more experienced caregivers. 
The difference in family size, coupled with the finding that the caregivers tend to be older and at a later 
stage of family development replicate tlie results reported in Child Clzre by Kith which were based on an 
independent sample and which we interpreted as suggesting an "empty nest" hypothesis to explain the 
phenomenon of family day care.4 There appears to be a complementary fit between the needs of the young 
family of the working mother and the older family of the caregivers whose nest is partially emptied of young 
children. Less well prepared educationally for entry into the labor force, deterred by family size, and pushed 
less by economic need to work outside the borne because of husband's income, the caregivers augment a 
modest family income to the extent of one or two thousand dollars a year by doing that for which they are 
prepared by experience and inclination-raising children. 
A word of caution is suggested against interpreting mother-sitter matching as attributable unilaterally to 
selection behavior by working mothers; the way mothers and caregivers match up also reflects caregiver supply 
and availability behavior in making day care arrangements. Overall, however, the evidence does point to a 
complementary fit in family and economic circumstances, some similarity in social class, but wide variation 
throughout the selections made. 
TWO: FACTOR ANALYSIS OF MOTHER AND SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
So far we have investigated a variety of demographic variables one at a time. There are several reasons why 
it is fruitful to subject these variables to a multivariate analysis of their common structure: 
(I) We were able to reduce an unmanageable collection of 44 variables to two sets of 7, based on the 
intercorrelations among them. 
(2) The resulting factors are more stable measures than single variables. 
(3) The factors provide meaningful indices that more adequately represent domains, such as stage of family 
development, than could any single variable taken alone. 
4op. cit., p, 49 and Chapter 5. 
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(4) A second-order analysis by 1neans of canonil'~JI corrclalilln of till' relationship hclwccn llll)thcr and sillc' 
characteristics 1night produce results that differ fro1n, and test the results of, univariate analyses we have 
presented so far in this chapter. 
(5) The factors will provide us with a good set of predictors of duration and of reasons for termination of 
the arrangement, so as to be able to determine whether demographic variables are related to arrangement 
outcomes. 
The factor analysis of the demographic characteristics of the working mothers is presented first. Table 3 .18 
shows the factor structures in which seven orthogonally rotated varirnax factors account for 68 percent of the 
total variance of the 22 variables entered into the anlysis for the 116 mothers. Factors with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.00 were rotated. The eigenvalues, communalities, as well as the means and standard deviations are 
shown in Table 3.19, followed by the correlation matrix in Table 3.20. Then each factor is presented and 
discussed in turn. 
Table 3.18 Factor Structure of Mother Demographic 
Variables (22 Variables, 7 Rotated Factors) 
II Ill IV v 
Hi Fam· Recent M's low Earliest Low 
ily SES Change Ed& Stage Neigh· 
(husb's of occup. of bor-
ed., Resi- with Family hood 
Occup. de nee Larger Develop- SES 
& In- Family ment 
come) 
5. M's husband's education .88 
4. M's husband's age .85 
7. M's family intactness .84 
6. M's husband's job SES .76 -.31 
15. M's fa1nily income .54 
21. How long M in neighborhood -.92 
20. How long Mat address -.84 
22. How long M in Portland -.55 -.33 
2. M's education -.78 
19. Age of youngest child -.80 
I.M's age -.66 
18. No. M's children 6<12 .47 -.60 
11. M's neighborhood upkeep -.83 
9. M's neighborhood SES ·.79 
IO. M's neighborhood status -.69 
14. M's housekeeping -.57 
13. M's type home 
8. M's type neighborhood 
17. No. M's children <6 .43 
12. M's street's traffic ·.40 
16. M's job earnings 
3. M's job SES -.49 
{Only factor loadings of .30 or more are listed.) 
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VI VIII 
Better M's Hi 
House Earn-
& full in gs 
Pre- Occup. 
school SES 
Family 
.51 
-.32 
.39 
.37 
.76 
.67 .31 
.59 
.43 
.82 
.54 
Table 3.19 Eigenvalues, Variance, and 
Commonalities of Mother 
Demographic Factor Analysis 
I 
I 
Eigenvalues: Fl Fil Flll FN FV FVI FVII I 5.09 2.51 2.03 1.69 1.37 1.24 1.13 I 
I 
I Cumulative Proportion of Total Variance 
.23 .35 .44 .51 .58 .63 .68 
Commonalities: 
Variable no. h2 x s.d. 
.68 24.20 3.81 
2 .66 5.16 1.48 
3 .64 42.36 18.16 
4 .82 21.65 12.36 
5 .84 4.33 2.77 
6 .74 33.81 28.60 
7 .75 4.01 1.49 
8 .64 2.30 1.20 
9 .71 2.65 .66 
JO .65 3.04 1.37 
11 .72 1.81 .64 
12 .41 2.32 .81 
13 .72 2.72 1.25 
14 .53 2.40 1.10 
15 .67 85.34 37.33 
16 .72 43.28 17.66 
17 .59 l.28 .57 
18 .61 .23 .53 
19 .65 2.44 1.53 
20 .84 7.30 2.57 
21 .88 7.91 2.77 
22 .61 10.83 1.95 
41 
42 
9 > U,!p S,!; 
a~10:.>1q ut\O s,11 ~ 
daa~dn pompoqi~i(<.>U s,1• ;::: 
. 
"' 
·-
;if,p S,!' 
B 
: 
; 
' 
M 
-· 
-. 
,. 
:-~ 
;j 
. 
'" 
' 
,, 
g 
,-) 
" .
", 
M 
' 
"' 
' 
.; 
-
"' 
'-; 
Factor I (Mother Demographic): High Family SES 
Variable Fncior Loading 
Husbands' education .88 
Husbands' age .85 
Family intactness .84 
Husbands' job SES (Reiss) .76 
Family income ,54 
This factor provides an SES index for the family of the working mother based on the education, occupation 
and income of the husband. Husbands' age also contributes to this status factor. 
Factor II (Mother Demographic): Recent Change of Residence 
Variable Factor Loading 
How long in neighborhood -.92 
How long at current address -.84 
How long in Portland area -.55 
A high factor score on this stability of residence factor means a recent change of residence. It means that the 
working mother is relatively new to her neighborhood as well as to her current address. 
Variable 
M's education 
Factor III (Mother Demographic): Low Educational and Occupational 
Status of the Mother Coupled with Larger Family 
M's job SES (Reiss) 
Number M's children 6<12 
Number M's children <6 
Time in Portland area 
Factor Loadipg 
-.78 
-.49 
.47 
.43 
-.33 
Working mothers scoring high on this factor combine a lower educational and occupational level with more 
than the usual number of children, both school-age and pre-school age, found in family day care. 
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Factor IV (Mother Demographic): Early Stage of Family Development 
Variable Factor Loading 
Age of youngest child -.80 
M's age -.66 
Number M's children 6<12 -.oO 
These three variables create an index of early stage of family development. High scoring are those young 
mothers who are going to work when their children are infants or toddlers. They do not yet have children in 
school. 
Factor V (Mother Demographic): Low Neighborhood SES 
Variable Factor Loading 
Neighborhood upkeep -.83 
Neighborhood SES -. 79 
Neighborhood status -.69 
M's housekeeping -.57 
Traffic on M's street -.40 
Husband's job SES -.31 
Combining upkeep, age and general appearance of the neighborhood, mother's housekeeping and the traffic 
conditions on her street, this factor creates an index of SES based on residence. The first five variables are 
interviewer ratings. A high factor score means a generally low SES residence rating for the working mother. 
Factor VI (Mother Demographic): Better Housing and Full Pre-School Family 
Variable Factor Loading 
M's type of home (single family dwelling) .76 
Housing in M's neighborhood (same) .67 
Number M's children <6 .59 
Traffic on M's street .43 
~. ~ 
In contrast to Factor IV, these families are further along, boasting greater than average nu1nber of children 
under the age of six. The mothers' age confirms this somewhat. The factor is dominated by the type of 
housing these families live in-single family homes, either on small or large lots. 
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Factor VU (Mother Demographic): Mothers Earnings and Occupational SES 
Variable Factor Loading 
M's own income .82 
M's occupational SES (Reiss) .54 
Family income .51 
M's housekeeping .37 
How long in Portland area -.32 
Housing in M's neighborhood .31 
In contrast to Factor 1 which represents a family SES, based on having a husband and his education, 
occupation and income, Factor VII consists of the working mother's own contribution to the family income 
and socioeconomic status through. her earnings and occupational.status. 
Su1nmary of Mothers' Demographic Factors 
This factor analysis illu1ninates the many facets of the socioeconomic status of the working mother: 
- that based on husband's status (FI) 
- that based on mother's earnings (FVII) 
- that based on residence - the neighborhood and the housing (FY & FYI)) 
- that based on recent mobility of residence (Fil) 
- and those based at least in part on the stage of family development of the working mother: 
- the earliest stage (FIY) involving those young mothers with an infant or toddler 
- the slightly older family with more preschool children (FYI). The mother is apt to be older and the 
family lives in the better housing of single family homes where traffic is light. 
- the larger family with both preschool and school-age children (Flll). The mother is not apt to be older; 
and of special importance in this factor, her educational level is low, as well as her occupational status. 
On the basis of the factor scores, the sample of working mothers classified readily as belonging to one or 
another of these three stages of family development each of which has a distinctive socioeconomic status. The 
sample divides as follows: 
Stage 
early 
pre-school 
later and larger 
f 
46 
43 
27 
116 
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Factor Analysis of the De1nographic Characteristics of the Caregivers 
Likewise, 22 sitter demographic variables were subjected to factor analysis, with seven rotated factor 
resulting which accounted for 70 percent of the total variance. The factor structure is shown in Table 3.21; th< 
eigenvalues, communalities, and the means and standard deviations are presented in Table 3.22; and tht 
correlation matrix in Table 3.23. Again, each factor is then discussed in turn. Similar but independentlJ 
obtained measures were used for the sitter analysis. The factors that emerged were roughly parallel in content 
though there were differences such as the sitters' later stages of family development. 
Table 3.21 Factor Structure of Sitter Demographic 
Variables (22 Variables, 7 Rotated Factors) 
I II III VI v VI VII 
Low Late Econ- Stab ii- Edu- Better Middle 
Resi- Stage omic ity cation Ho us- Stage 
dential of Stab ii- of & occu- ing of 
SES Family ity Resi- pation- & Family 
Devel- dence al SES Neigh- Devel-
opment borhood opment 
I I. S's neighborhood upkeep -.87 
9. S's neighborhood SES -.84 
I 0. S's neighborhood status -.81 
12. S's street's traffic -.40 .35 
22. No. S's grown children .89 
L S's age .88 
16. No. S's children <6 -.60 
18. No. S's children I 2<18 .54 .43 
3. S's husband's age .30 .79 
6. S's husband's time on job .78 
7. S's family intactness -.33 .75 
15. S's family income .52 -.31 
20. How long Sin neighborhood .92 
19. How long S at current address .86 
2 L How Jong S in Portland area .32 .59 -.31 -.41 
5. S's husband's job SES .77 
4. S's husband's education -.31 .34 .67 
2. S's education .65 
I 4. S's housekeeping -.49 .53 
13. S's type home .88 
8. S's type neighborhood .83 
17. No. S's children 6<12 .79 
(Only factor loadings of .30 or more are listed.) 
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' tEigenvalues: FI 
4.37 
Table 3.22 Eigenvalues, Variances, and 
Commonalities of Sitter 
Demographic Factor Analysis 
FU FIII FIV 
3.57 2.18 1.52 
;,cumuJlati1<eProportion of Total Variance 
.20 .36 .46 .53 
Commonalities: 
Variable no. h' x 
I .84 29.06 
2 .48 4.34 
3 .76 29.89 
4 .75 4.30 
5 .68 34.48 
6 .64 8.85 
7 .74 4.78 
8 .78 2.12 
9 .78 2.81 
JO .71 3.01 
II .81 1.82 
12 .43 2.23 
13 .85 2.27 
14 .60 2.73 
15 .48 76.21 
16 .53 1.10 
17 .67 .80 
18 .61 .45 
19 .84 8.57 
20 .89 9.28 
21 .74 11.19 
22 .86 .35 
FV FVI FVU 
1.43 1.26 1.16 
.59 .65 .70 
s.d. 
8.65 
1.29 
11.17 
1.80 
21.15 
3.87 
.76 
.93 
.66 
1.47 
.67 
.65 
1.08 
1.02 
31.70 
.78 
1.07 
.96 
2.43 
2.34 
1.31 
1.14 
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Factor I (Sitter Demographic): Low Residential SES 
Variable Factor Loading 
Neighborhood upkeep -.87 
Neighborhood SES -.84 
Neighborhood status -.81 
Sitter's housekeeping -.49 
Traffic on S's street -.40 
How long in Portland area .32 
As with the working mothers, a cluster of characteristics of neighborhood housing conditions and appearance, 
housekeeping, and traffic conditions on th~ sitter's street, creates an index of residential SES for the caregiver. 
Factor II (Sitter Demographic): Late Stage of Family Development 
Variable Factor Loading 
Number of grown children .89 
Sitter's age .88 
Number S's children <6 -.60 
Number S's children 12<18 .54 
Family intactness -.33 
Husband's education -.31 
Husband's age .30 
Here is the older sitter whose nest has emptied not only of pre-schoolers but of grown children as well. It is a 
household of high schoolers. 
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Factor Ill (Sitter Demographic): Economic Stability 
Variable Factor Loading 
Husband's age .79 
Husband's time on current job .78 
Family intactness .75 
Family income .52 
Husband's education .34 
This cluster of variables defines a factor of economic stability based on the sitter's husband's job seniority and 
the higher incon1e associated with it. The SES rating of husband's occupation had a zero correlation with this 
factor;it belongs to an independent factor. 
Factor IV (Sitter Demographic): Stability of Residence 
Variable Factor Loading 
How long in neighborhood .92 
How long at current address .86 
How long in Portland area .59 
These three variables reflect the length of time since the last move and since coming to the neighborhood or 
metropolitan area, this providing an index of residential stability for the caregivers. 
Factor V (Sitter Demographic): Education and Occupation SES 
Variable Factor Loading 
Husband's job SES (Reiss) .77 
Husband's education .67 
S's education .65 
S's housekeeping .53 
How long in Portland area -.31 
This SES factor consists primarily of ertucation both of the caregiver and her husband, as well as his 
occupational level according to the Reiss.scale. 
50 
Factor VI (Sitter Demographic): Better House and Neighborhood 
Variable Factor Loading 
fS's type of home .88 
1Type of neighborhood .83 
iTraffic on S's street .35 
SF:1ct1or I was a low residential SES factor, but Factor VI is a high residential SES factor based on the type of 
[he.using, namely single family homes on small or large lots, as opposed to apartment buildings, courts and 
f' rooming houses. 
Factor VII (Sitter Demographic): Middle Stage of Family Development 
Variable Factor Loading 
Number of S's children 6<12 .79 
Number of S's children 12<18 .43 
How long in Portland area -.41 
Family income 
-.31 
This is a weak factor based on a tenuous cluster of very low correlations. It consists almost entirely of the 
number of school·age children. It represents an earlier stage of family development than does Factor II. 
Summary of the Factor Analysis of Sitter Demographic Variables 
Just as with working mothers, the caregiver's socioecconomic status is many-faceted domain consisting of: 
-residential SES (Fl and FYI) 
-educational and occupational SES (FV) 
-economic stability (Fiil) 
-residential stability (FJV) 
-stage of family development: 
-late stage (Fil) 
-middle stage (FVII). 
The Relationship Between Mother Factors and Sitter Factors 
In our previous study, mother and sitter demographic variables were included together in a single, larger 
factor analysis and yet still produced independent factors for the two parties to the arrangement. In the 
present study separate factor analyses were done in order to be able in a second-order analysis to examine their 
relationship one to another. This was done by means of canonical correlation between the two sets of 
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variables. However, still no statistically significant overall pattern was found between the dctnograpl 
variables of the 1nothers and those of I heir caregivers. 
A handful of silnple correlations (from the possible 49 correlations of seven 1nother and seven sitter fact· 
scores) were significant but of a low order of magnitude: 
Variable 
Residential SES (MY, SJ) 
Better Housing (MIV, SY!) 
M's residential SES & S's education and 
occupational SES (MVI, SY) 
M's family SES and S's late stage of family 
development 
M's earnings and S's middle stage of family 
development 
M's early stage of family development and 
S's econonlic stability 
r 
.25 
.24 
.18 
-.23 
-.25 
-.20 
A canonical correlation of Re= .50 between the two sets of factor scores was not significant with the 4~ 
degrees of freedom involved (X2=64.81; p>.05)5 and is not shown. The results, however, were generall) 
consistent with the direction suggested, however faintly, by the simple correlations, namely, a weak positivt 
relationship between mother and caregiver SES where residence is involved and a weak and difficult-to 
interpret relationship between the stage of family development of each party and the economic status of th< 
other. 
It remains to the following chapter to discover how mother and caregiver background characteristics relate 
more strongly to the characteristics of the arrangement itself. In general, however, we have found earlier in thfa 
chapter, now confirmed by multivariate analysis, that the self-selection process in family day care between 
working mothers and caregivers results in very little close similarity between them with respect to theh" 
socioeconon1ic backgrounds. More important are the differences; mothers are younger, have smaller fa1nilies 
(at the time of the arrangement), are more likely to be a one-parent family, but are more likely to have gone 
beyond high school, are more likely to have been in the neighborhood less than a year, but have been in the 
working mother role longer than sitters have been in the caregiver role. Furthermore, some of the differences 
between mothers and caregivers found a comple1nentary fit in family status and economic circumstances, as 
well as in age and experience. 
Then, in Chapter XI , the demographic factors will be used as predictors of the stability of the arrangement. 
5 Cooley, William W. and Paul K. Lohnes, 1962,p, 37. 
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CHAPTER IV 
WHAT KINDS OF ARRANGEMENTS DID THEY MAKE? 
THE BASIC ECONOMIC ARRANGEMENT 
This chapter describes and analyzes the basic economic relationships of the arrangement. Later chapters 
examine the more changeable attitudinal aspects of the arrangement and the social processes by which it is 
formed and maintained. The present chapter, in describing the economics of the family day care arrangement, 
deals with relatively stable characteristics that should undergo less modification because they reflect closely 
the socioeconomic conditions and family composition of the mothers and sitters. 
In the exchange of money for services, what did the working mother actually pay for? How many children 
were there in the arrangement? For how many hours of child care? Are there other correlates of the amount of 
day care pay? 
Then, since "this arrangement" (the mother-sitter pair under study) may or may not have taken place in the 
context of additional child care arrangements, the amount of day care business becomes a variable. How many 
other families did the caregiver sit for? How many children under the age of six did she have in her care, 
including her own? What are the correlates of the number of children she cares for? 
This chapter also reports a factor analysis of these economic characteristics of the arrangement and then 
relates the resulting dimensions of arrangement to those socioeconomic factors by which the mothers and 
caregivers were described in the previous chapter. 
Number of Children in This Arrangement 
The number of mother's children in this arrangement shows a distribution almost identical with family size 
as shown in the previous chapter, (Table 3.17). One of the prime features of the family day care arrangement 
is its accommodation with few exceptions of .the entire family of the working mother. In the present sample 
all of the mothers' children under six were included in the arrangement, and only 6% of the families had a 
school-age child who was not included in the arrangement. Of the 24 families with a school-age child, 17 or 70 
percent were using the family day care arrangement for all of their school-age children, as well as for their 
pre-schoolers. Table 4.1 shows the total number of children as well as the number of children under six in this 
arrangement. 
Table 4.2 shows the ages of the youngest or only child in the arrangement and the age of the oldest child in 
the arrangement. These distributions show clearly how young these families are, since in only five percent of 
the families was the oldest child eight years or over. 
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Nu111bcr 
of Children 
per Arrange-
ment 
0 
2 
3 
4 
s 
under 3 months 
3 months <I year 
I year <2 
2 years <3 
3 years <4 
4 years <5 
5 years <6 
6 years <7 
7 years <8 
8 years or over 
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Table 4.1 Number of Mother's Children in this 
Arrangement by Age of Child 
(Percentage of Arrangements) 
Perccnlagc of Arrange1nents 
--------·-
----- --- - -----------
Tola! ~1ntlh.'r's 
Number Children 
of Mother's <6 in TA 
in TA 
0 0 
65 77 
27 19 
s 3 
2 
l 0 
100% 100% 
n=116 n=l 16 
Table 4.2 Ages of Mother's Youngest and 
Oldest Child in This Arrangement 
Youngest or only 
in This Arrangement 
3% 
29 
30 
15 
11 
6 
6 
0 
0 
0 
100% 
only I child 
f\·hllht.•1 's 
Children 
6<12 in TJ 
83 
IS 
I 
I 
0 
0 
100% 
n=116 
Oldest in This 
Arrangement 
65% 
0 
0 
0 
2 
4 
7 
5 
9 
3 
5 
100% 
J; Ninety-nine percent of the family day care arrangement studied were the prilnary arrangen1ents for the child 
J:while the mother worked. For .72 percent of the f:unilics it was the exclusive child care arrangcrnent. The 
t~econdary arrangc1nents were as follows: 
Also cared for by husband 
Also cared for by other relative 
Also a !tends nursery school 
Also attends kindergarten or school 
Also cared for by sitter who comes in 
Also in care in more than one of the above 
Number of Days and Hours Spent in Care in This Arrangement 
f 
14 
6 
3 
2 
2 
6 
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Seventy-seven percent of the arrangements were for at least five days per week and 77 percent were for at 
least eight hours a day. For approximately 70 percent, the children had at least a forty hour week in family 
day care. Most of the arrangements were for mornings and afternoons, and only eight percent of the 
arrangements involved either late evening, split days, or other irregular patterns of care. 
Amount of Day Care Pay 
Fifteen dollars per week was the mean, the median, as well as the modal, amount paid for the child care 
arrangement. Table 4.3 shows the distribution. 
Table 4.3 Amount Paid Per Week for This Arrangement 
less than $10 13 
$10-14 23 
$15-19 37 
$20-24 20 
$25 or more 7 
100% 
median: $15 
mode: $15 
mean: $15.43 s.d.=$5.18 
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What is the mother paying for? What accounts for the variation in day care pay? As one might expect, 1 
number of children in the arrangement makes the biggest difference, as well as the number of hours I 
children are in care. 
TI1ese two variables account for the greatest an1ount of variation in the rate of pay: 
#of Children 
#Hours per Week 
r=.60 
r=.55 R=.81, R
2
=.66 
There are, of course, other lesser benefits that might contribute to the price tag of the arrangement, such, 
willingness to babysit odd shifts, but they fail to correlate with day care pay because the effect is offset by ti 
fact that these caregivers charge less or at least no more than other caregivers. 
What about other less tangible benefits? Working mothers will tell you "you get what you pay for." Thoug 
they hew fairly closely to what they perceive as the going rate, they seem to believe that they could get bet!< 
care if they paid more for it. This assumption was tested by means of a multiple regression of day care pay o 
a series of six independent variables. Controlling for number of children in this arrangement and for the hom 
per week children are in care in this arrangement, what would be the partial correlation between day care pa 
and mother's family income? And controlling also for family income, what would be the partial correlatio. 
between day care pay and the amount of mother's earnings? These two questions permit us to determin 
whether the working mother pays more if she has more. The step-wise multiple regression was then continue1 
a further step in order to assess the contribution of the mother's own judgment regarding an importan 
dimension of the arrange1nent, namely her satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child, controlling at th1 
same time for a tendency to present a socially desirable response. 
The results of this analysis {presented in Table 4.4) show that differences in the amount paid for care car 
be accounted for largely on the basis of two practical dimensions of the service purchased: number of childrer 
cared for and number of hours in care. l'hese are what largely determine the "going rate." The fact thal 
differences in mother's family income add only 3 percent to the variance explained suggests just how little 
consumers will depart from the going rate even if they can afford to. The analysis also shows that a subtle bul 
possible value determinant did not contribute anything. However, since 32 percent of the variance remained 
unaccounted for, a more thorough investigation might yet reveal that the amount paid reflects a demand for 
quality of care. Of course, many important determinants of demand do not appear to have a price tag. For 
example, convenience {proximity) is important, but one probably does not pay more for it. 
Caregiver's Amount of Day Care Business 
Let us turn now to the quantity of care provided by the caregiver. The caregiver is apt to have other day 
care children in addition to those comprised by "this arrangement," which is the arrangement under study. On 
the average, one finds two arrangements per caregiver, that is, a caregiver is apt to take the children of two 
families. In the present sample 36 percent of the caregivers only had the one arrangement under study while 
50 percent had children from an additional one or two families. See Table 4.5. 
An overview of the con1position of the caregiver's home is presented in Table 4.6--a mean of 2.7 day care 
children under the age of six plus .4 school-age children for a total of 3. I. This is almost twice the mean 
number found by the Westinghouse-Westat Survey of family day care home, which underscores the present 
study's heavy sampling of caregivers who advertise and take two or 1nore children. 
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Step 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Table 4.4 Predictors of the Amount Mother Pays 
for Day Care: A Multiple Regression 
Variable R R' 
--------
No. children in TA .60 .36 
Hours/week youngest of TA children .81 .66 
M's family incon1e .83 .68 
M's own earnings .83 .69 
M sat. S's concern T 1 .83 .69 
M's Marlowe~Crowne .83 .70 
Table 4.5 Number of Families Making Arrangements 
With this Caregiver 
36% 
2 31 
3 19 
4 6 
5 5 
6 2 
7 
!00% 
n=! 16 
R' 
increase F 
.36 62.84 
.30 100.37 
.03 9.56 
.00 1.01 
.00 1.72 
.00 .92 
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Table 4.6 Mean Number of Children in Caregiver's Home 
Mean 
1.3 from this arrangement, under 6 
+ 1.4 from other arrangements, under 6 
2.7 total day care children under 6 
+I.I caregiver's own children under 6 
3.8 total children under 6 in caregiver's home 
+ .4 day care children, 6<12 
+ .8 caregiver's own children 6<12 
5.0 total number of children under 12 in caregiver's home 
Since only 15 percent of the total number of day care children cared for by these caregivers were of school 
age, let us concentrate our attention on the number of children under six. Table 4.7 shows the number of day 
care children under six by the number of the sitter's own children under six. 
Day care children 
<6at 
sitte rs 
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I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
~ 
Table 4. 7 Number of Day Care Children <6 by Number 
of own Children <6 in Sitter's Home 
Own Children <6 
0 I 2 
8 16 11 
7 15 7 
2 7 9 
4 3 4 
4 6 2 
I I 0 
I 4 0 
0 I 0 
27 53 33 
3 ~ 
2 37 
-
0 29 
0 18 
0 II 
I 13 
0 2 
0 5 
0 I 
3 116 
As we have already pointed out, the present san1ple is biased toward large nun1bers of children in care. 
Nevertheless, the numbers of children drop off rapidly once the mean is passed. Confirming the results of our 
previous study, we find that in completing their partially emptied nest, caregivers still tend to limit the size of 
the clutch they have acquired. This is shown in the distributions for the total number of children under six in 
the sitter's home, her own plus the day care children. See Table 4.8. 
It may be seen in Table 4.8 that the shape of the distribution is not that of a normal curve, but that of a 
Poisson distribution in which large numbers of children become increasingly rare events. In this sample, 
however, 18 percent of the sitters were caring for more than five children under six which is the limit specified 
by federal requirements. (The distributions for total children under twelve at sitters' and for number of day 
care children under six also approximated the Poisson distribution, but not for sitter's own children under six.) 
Number of 
children <6 
at sitter's 
0 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Table 4.8 Observed and Poisson·Distnbutions for 
Total Number of Children under Six 
at Sitters Including Caregiver's Own 
cumulative 
f percentage 
0 0 
8 7 
23 27 
28 51 
20 68 
16 82 
11 92 
4 95 
5 99 
100% 
116 
Expected Cumulative 
percentage for Poisson 
distribution for 
mean= 3.8 
2.2 
10.7 
26.9 
47.3 
66.8 
81.6 
90.9 
96.0 
98.4 
IOO.O 
• Further evidence of the leveling off tendency in the number of children under six in a caregiver's home is 
shown in Table 4.9. For caregivers with increasing numbers of children of their own under the age of six, as 
one compares the cumulative percentages of arrangements at a given number of children in care, one notices 
that they all, roughly speaking, reach the same ceiling. Whether this represents an upper limit of tolerance on 
the part of the caregiver or the result of selective behavior on the part of the working mother cannot entirely 
be sorted out. The results are generally consistent, however, with those of our previous study suggesting that 
family day care arrangements obey some natural constraining forces that govern the number of children 
involved. 
Correlates of the Amount of Day Care Business 
In general, what socioeconomic conditions are associated with the number of children to be found in the 
caregiver's home? And of more practical value, who takes "too many" children? While it would be difficult to 
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Total Number of 
Children Under 
Six at Sitters 
(Group Size) 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
(total n=i 13*) 
Table 4.9 Total Number of Children Under Six at 
Sitters by Number of Sitter's Own 
Children Under Six* 
(Cumulative Percentage of Arrangements) 
Cumulative Percentage of Arrangements Found at Each 
Group Size Where 
Sitter has no 
children of 
her own <6 
30% 
56 
63 
78 
93 
96 
100 
n=27 
Sitter has l 
child of 
her own<6 
30% 
59 
72 
77 
89 
91 
98 
100 
n=53 
Sitter has 2 
children of 
her own <6 
33% 
55 
82 
94 
JOO 
n=33 
*3 cases omitted where sitter had 3 children of her own. 
earnings per week 
Jess than $30 
$30 or more 
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Table 4.10 Day Care Earnings and Number of Children 
Under Six in Sitter's Horne 
Number of Children Under Six 
1-5 6+ 
68 6 
27 15 
116 
Q = .73 
x2 =13.77 
I df= I; p<.01 
say what represents "too 1nany" children, let us take six or n1orc as an arbitrary cutting point and exa1nine 
son1e results, both positive and negative~ obtained fron1 cross-tabulations with the total 11u111bcr or children 
under six at the sit tcrs (including the c:1rcgiver's own children). 
However, using fa1nily income less caregiver earnings as a measure of econon1ic need to babysit, we do not find 
that econo1nic need is associated significantly with taking six or more children; rather, the relationship is 
slightly in the other direction. See Table 4.11. 
Family Income less 
Caregiver Earnings 
Table 4.11 Family Income Less Caregiver Earnings 
and Number of Children Under 
Six in Sitter's Home 
Number Children Under Six 
1-5 6+ 
<5000 23 8 
;;.5000 72 13 
x2 = 1.69 
116 I 
df= l,n.s. 
Likewise, having six or more children in care approaches a positive, not a negative, association with the sitter's 
husband's higher occupational SES (Reiss Scale). See Table 4.12. 
No. of Children <6 
1-5 
6+ 
Table 4.12 Number of Children Under Six in Sitter's 
Home and Husband's Occupational SES 
SES 
00-24 25 & over 
47 48 
6 15 
116 J 
Q = .42 
x2 = 3.03 
df = l; p <.JO 
And it is not done by those sitters whose neighborhood SES was rated low by the interviewers, as shown by 
Table 4.13. 
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No. Children under 6 
Table 4.13 Number of Children Under Six in Sitter's 
Home and Sitter's Neighborhood SES 
Neighborhood SES 
Middle Low 
1-5 80 15 
6+ 20 1 
Rather, they usually have small-lot private homes, along with most other caregivers. 
116 I 
Those who take six or more children tend to be the better educated sitters. See Table 4.14. 
No. children under 6 
Table 4.14 Number of Children Under Six in Sitter's 
Home and Sitter's Education 
Sitter's Education 
Less than H .S. H.S. Grad. 
1-5 25 49 
6+ I 9 
Gamma= .60 x2 = 9.57 
Some college 
21 
11 
df=2, p<.OI 
Q = .58 
x2 = J.76 
df = 1; n.s. 
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There was a zero correlation between having six or more children under six and either the age of the sitter or 
her marital status. 
Looking more generally at the socioeconomic correlates of the number of children under six in the 
caregiver's home, we find similar results in a multiple regression. Three sitter demographic factors are 
predictive, though they account for only a small percentage of the variance. See Table 4.15. 
They are a combination of high education and occupational SES, better housing, but low economic stability 
(based on husband's work). 
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Step 
Number 
2 
3 
Table 4.15 Multiple Regression of "f>tal Number of 
Children Under Six in Sitter's Home 
(Including her own) on Sitter Demographic Factors 
Variable 
entered R R2 
S's ed & occup. SES .18 .04 
S's eeon stab. .25 .06 
S's better housing & 
neigh. .27 .07 
F3,l l2 = 2.95 p<.05 
R2 Increase 
.04 
.03 
.02 
More predictive (Multiple R= .35; R2= .12) are working mother demographic factors, reflecting correlations 
between the number of children under six in the caregiver's home and those types of families with more 
children in need of care. Table 4.16 shows the regression on mother and sitter factors combined. 
Table 4.16 Multiple Regression of Total Number of 
Children Under Six in Sitter's Home 
(Including her own) on Mother and Sitter 
Demographic Factors 
Step Variable 
Number entered R R2 R2 Increase 
M's better housing full 
pre-school fam. .30 .09 .09 
2 M's low neigh SES .35 .12 .03 
3 S's ed & occup SES .41 .16 .04 
4 S's econ stability .44 .20 .03 
5 M's earnings .47 .22 .03 
6 M's lowed, occup. & 
larger family .50 .25 .02 
F6,109 =5.90 p <.OI 
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Factor Analysis of Arrangement Variables 
Factor analytic procedures tl1row further light on the kinds of arrangc111ents that were 1na<lc. Sixteen 
"arrangement variables" were included in a factor analysis that was subjected to vari1nax rotation. Five rotated 
factors resulted, accounting for 62 percent of the total variance. The factor structure is presented in Table 
4.17. Eigenvalues, communalities, means and standard deviations are shown in Table 4.18, and the correlation 
matrix in Table 4.19. The factors were as follows. 
Table 4.17 Factor Structure of Arrangement Variables 
{16 Mother-Sitter Variables; S Rotated Factors) 
II III IV v 
Hours School Pay for Young Full 
of Age TA (No. child of house 
care arrange. n1 1s chn new of pre-
ment & hrs of working schoolers 
care) m. 
I. Hours/day s gives care .78 
6. Hours/week of care TA .64 .49 
3. Shifts s sits for .63 
2. Days/week s gives care .55 .33 
4. S's day care earnings .53 .55 
8. S's No. children I 2<18 .74 
IO. All chn 6<12 at S's .69 .30 
11. Time sin d.c. role .52 .30 
13. Amount pay for TA 
.88 
14. Number chn 6<12 in TA 
.57 -.32 
5. Number chn <6 in TA 
.57 .54 
12. Age youngest child in TA 
-.88 
15. Time M in work role 
-.71 
16. Distance M's to S's house 
.42 
9. All children <6 at S's 
.87 
7. Number other families using S. .77 
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Eigenvalues: 
Table 4.18 Eigenvalues, Variance, Communalities, 
and Means and Standard Deviations for 
Factor !Analysis of Arrangement Variables 
Fl Fil Fiii 
3.31 2.04 1.67 
Cumulative Proportion of Total Variance 
.21 .33 .44 
FIV FV 
l.S4 1.33 
.53 .62 
Communalities Means and Standard Deviations 
Variable h2 x s.d. 
1. Hours/day s gives care .64 10.16 2.97 
2. Days/weeks gives care .4S S.03 .77 
3. Shifts s sits for .44 6.23 2.08 
4. S's day care earnings .6S S.60 .3.46 
S. Number chn <6 in TA .74 1.28 .57 
6. Hours/week of care TA .71 41.42 13.00 
7. Number other fam. using s. .82 l.22 l.31 
8. S's No. children 12<18 .57 .4S .96 
9. All children. <6 at S's .82 3.80 l.84 
10. All chn 6<12 at S's .64 l.39 1.41 
11. Time Sin d.c. role .41 8.02 3.16 
12. Age youngest child in TA .78 2.44 1.53 
13. Amount pay for TA .86 IS.43 S.18 
14. Number chn 6<12 in TA .S 1 .20 .48 
1 S. Time M in work role .SS 7.79 2.63 
16. Distance M's to S's house .30 S.48 l.S4 
6S 
Table 4.19 lntercorrelations of Mother and Sitter Arrange1nent Variables 
Hrs/day S gives care 
Days/week S gives care 2 
Shifts S sits 3 
S's day care earnings 4 
No. ch'n <6 in T.A. 5 
Hrs/week in care TA. 6 
No. other families using S 7 
No. S's ch'n 12<18 8 
Total ch'n <6 at S's 9 
Total ch'n 6<12 at S's IO 
How long Sin d.c. role 11 
Age youngest child in T .A. 12 
Amount of pay for T .A. 13 
No. ch'n 6<12 in T.A. 14 
How long M in work role 15 
Distance M's to S's house 16 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
.22 -.51 .42 .02 .39 .24 -.0 I .2t> -.06 .20 -.05 .18 -.07 .02 -.0 I 
-.33 .41 .00 .26 .35 .17 .25 .12 .17 .OJ .II .OJ -.04 .08 
-.17 -.03 -.12 -.19 .00 -.20 .IO -.07 -.05 -.12 -.06 -.03 -.04 
.05 .22 .66 .17 .52 .15 .22 -.04 .21 -.09 -.04 .07 
-.06 .08 -.04 .41 
-.03 -.05 .03 
.29 .74 
.04 
.22 .01 -.18 .49 .08 .05 .03 
.01 -.02 -.04 .54 .05 .02 -.I 0 
.25 .24 -.02 .07 .03 -.06 .16 
.34 .25 -.07 -.IO -.02 -.15 .05 
.06 .13 -.04 .24 
.21 .02 .09 
-.20 -.05 
-.04 
.05 -.03 .07 
.22 .04 .04 
.01 -.15 .14 
.25 .47 -.23 
.38 .04 -.13 
-.02 -.15 
-.14 
Factor I (Arrangement): Hours of Care 
Variable Factor Loading 
Hours per day S gives care .78 
Hours per week this arrangement care 
Shifts S sits for 
Days per week S gives care 
S's day care earnings 
66 
.64 
.63 
.55 
.53 
Factor V (Arrangement): 
Variable 
All children <6 at S's 
Full House with Preschool Children 
Number other families using this sitter 
S's day care earnings 
Number children <6 in TA 
Factor Loading 
.87 
.77 
.55 
.54 
Factors one and five separate two independent aspects of the amount of day care business. Each factor is 
associated with higher day care ·earnings. One factor is the number of hours devoted to giving family day care, 
while the other is the number of children accommodated.* Some sitters are flexible about the range and 
number of hours they will sit. Others are more restrictive about the hours, but care for larger numbers of 
children. Working mothers with an above-average number of children under six tend to use these arrangements. 
These arrangements specialize in.preschoolers and are a full house. 
Factor II (Arrangement): School.age Arrangement 
Variable Factor Loading 
S's number of children 12<18 .74 
All children 6< 12 .69 
Time in day care role .52 
Days/week S gives care .33 
By contrast, Factor II describes a school-age arrangement. The sitter's children tend to be twelve to 
eighteen, as well as six to twelve; in short, the home is full of school-age children. These caregivers have been 
performing the day care role a relatively long time. 
Factor III (Arrangement): Basis of Day Care Pay for this Arrangement 
Variable Factor Loading 
Amount of pay for this arrangement (TA) .88 
Number children 6<12 in TA .57 
Number children <6in TA .57 
Hours per week in care in TA .49 
All children 6<12 at S's .30 
*In a multiple regression, 74 percent or the variance of the total number or children under six (including her own at sitter's) 
was accounted for by Factor V; ractor I accounted for an additional 4 percent, and Factor II an additional 2 percent. 
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In Factor III, the elements of dayi care pay e1nerged as an independent facet of the arrange1nent. The 
an1ount paid by the working n1othcr. along with those pri1nary detenninants of the "going ratc"-nun1ber of 
children in the arrangc1ncnt and hours in care, produce results si111ilar to those reported earlier in the ~haptcr 
which were obtained by n1ultiple regressions of the aniount of day can~ pay. 
Factor IV (Arrangement): Young Child of New Working Mother 
Variable Factor Loading 
Age of youngest child in TA -.88 
Time in work role -.71 
Distance M's t0 S's house .42 
Number children 6<12 in TA -.32 
Time S in day care role .30 
The last factor is the arrangement for the young child of the new working mother. Also loading on this 
factor with low loadings is a tendency for these mothers to go a greater than average distance for a sitter and 
to select caregivers with relatively greater experience in the performance of the day care role. 
Arrangement Factors and Demographic Factors 
A more detailed understanding of the arrangement factors is provided by an examination of their correlates 
with the mother and sitter demographic factors. This was done by means of a canonical correlation, thus, in 
effect, providing a second-order factor analysis that seeks the best linear combinations of the sets of factors for 
correlation with each other. The canonical correlations between the arrangement factors and the caregiver 
demographic factors are shown in Table 4.20. Two roots were extracted significant at the five percent level. 
The first root simply confirms that the school-age arrangement is a function of the sitter's middle and later 
stages of family development, involving large family size and stability of residence. The second root is more 
interesting although the canonical correlation is not especially high. After removal of the first root we see that 
the factor of sitter's economic stability (which was based largely on husband's job seniority and 
family~income) is negatively correlated with the two arrangement factors involving sitter's day care earnings, 
that is, with the one involving many hours of care giving and the one involving many preschool children. This 
correlation appears to identify a significant but modest relationship between economic need and amount of 
day care business undertaken by the caregiver. 
The canonical correlations between a.rrangement factors and the demographic factors of the working 
mother are shown in Table 4.21. Four roots were extracted significant at the five percent level. The first root 
appears artifactual and redundant, showing a high canonical correlation between the mother's early stage of 
family development and arrangements involving a young child of a new working mother. The results suggest, 
however, that this represents a specialized arrangement for this group of young mothers. The second root 
shows a correlation between day care pay and those factors involving many children. One such factor involves 
low education and occupational SES, while the other involves high residential SES. Conspicuous by its absence 
is any weight given to the mother's earnings or family income (Factors Vlll and !). 
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Table 4.20 Canonical Correlation of Arrangement 
Factors and Sitter Demographic Factors 
Sitter Demographic Factors Arrangement Factors 
First 
Root 
II 
III 
IV 
v 
VI 
VII 
Low residential SES 
Late stage of fam. devel. 
Economic stability 
Stability of residence 
Ed & occup SES 
Better housing and neigh. 
Middle stage fam. devel. 
.05 
.63 
.18 Rc=.73 
.44 
p<.05 
-.14 
.07 
.59 
Latent root= .538, Rc=.733, A=.321, X2 =124.28, df = 35, p<.05 
Low residential SES -.19 
II Late stage of fam. devel. -.33 
III Economic stability .83 Rc=.44 
Second IV Stability of residence -.23 p<.05 
Root 
v Ed & occup SES -.26 
VI Better housing and neigh. .00 
VII Middle stage fam. devel. .21 
-.04 
.98 
-.16 
.12 
.05 
-.76 
.07 
.28 
-.17 
-.55 
Latent root= .189, Re= .435, A= .695, X2 = 39.78, df = 24, p<.05 
I-lours of care 
II School-age Arrangement 
Ill Basis for day care pay 
IV Young child of new work. m. 
v Full house of preschoolers 
Hours of care 
II School-age Arrangement 
Ill Basis for day care pay 
IV Young child of new work. m. 
v Full house of preschoolers 
The mother's earnings, however, do enter the picture in the third root which presents a more complicated 
picture. The demographic factor involves high income from the mother's job rather than from the husband's, 
low education and a larger family, low residential SES. These high.earning, lower-class mothers, then do not 
use arrangements that are full of preschool children from "better" neighborhoods, but they pay more for their 
arrangements because they have relatively more children per arrangement and because their arrangements 
involve longer hours of child care. The fourth root, while not accounting for a large proportion of the variance, 
suggests a negative relationship between use of the school-age arrangement and 1nother's economic 
circumstances. 
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Table 4.21 Canonical Correlation of Arrangement 
Factors and Mother Demographic Factors 
Mother Demographic Factors Arrangement Factors 
First 
Root 
II 
III 
N 
v 
VJ 
Vil 
Family SES 
Recent change of residence 
Lo ed & occup; larger fam. 
Early stage of fam. devel. 
Low neighborhood SES 
Better housing; pre-sch fam 
M's earnings 
-.19 .06 
.02 .15 
.01 Re=.80 .18 
-.96 -.96 
-.05 p<.05 -.14 
-.03 
.20 
Latent root = .641, Re = .801, A= .I 008, X2 = 251.26, df = 35, p<.05 
I Family SES .04 -.18 
II Recent change of residence -.15 -.12 
III Lo ed & occup; larger fam. .72 Re=.75 .87 
Second N Early stage of fam. devel. -.OJ .07 
Root v Low neighborhood SES -.24 p<.05 .43 
VI Better housing; pre-sch fam -.56 
vn M's earnings .52 
Latent root= .569, Re= .754, A= .281, X2 = 139.08, df = 24, p<.05 
Family SES -.32 .47 
II Recent change of residence -.11 -.05 
JII Lo ed & occup; larger fam. .46 Re=.47 .44 
Third IV Early stage of fam. devel. .20 .21 
Root v Low neighborhood SES -.24 p<.05 -.73 
VI Better housing; pre-sch fam -.56 
VII M's earnings .52 
Latent root= .220, Re= .469, A= .652, X2 "46.90, df = 15, p<.05 
I Family SES -.24 .55 
II Recent change of residence .03 -.76 
JII Lo ed & occup; larger fam. -.37 Re=.34 -.12 
Fourth N Early stage of fam. devel. .17 -.15 
Root v Low neighborhood SES .30 p<.05 .29 
VI Better housing; pre-sch farn .43 
VII M's earnings .71 
Latent root= .116, Re= .341, A= .835, X2 = 19.71, df = 8, p<.05 
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1 Hours of care 
II Scltool-age ;:1 rra1igc111en1 
Ill Basis for day care pay 
IV Young chd of new workm. 
v Full house of preschool. 
I Hours of care 
II School-age arrangement 
JII Basis for day care pay 
N Young chd of new work m. 
v Full house of preschool. 
Hours of care 
II School-age arrangement 
III Basis for day care pay 
IV Young chd of new work m. 
v Full house of preschool. 
Hours of care 
II School-age arrangement 
III Basis for day care pay 
IV Young chd of new work m. 
v Full house of preschool. 
s 
I lI 
T Ill 
T IV 
E v 
R VI 
VII 
M 
0 II 
T Ill 
H IV 
E v 
R VI 
Vil 
Table 4.22 Correlation Matrix of Demographic 
Factors and Arrangement Factors 
I II Ill 
Hours School· Basis 
of age arrange~ for 
care ment day care 
pay 
Low residential SES 
Late stage of fam. <level. .46 
Economic stability -.26 
Stability of residence .32 
Ed & occu p SES 
Better housing & neigh. .19 
Middle stage of fam. <level. .41 
Family SES -.24 
Recent change of residence 
Lo ed & occup; larger family .59 
Early stage of fam. <level. 
Low neighborhood SES 
Better housing; preschool fam. .31 
M's earnings .19 .23 
This table shows only those correlations significant at p<.05 (r = .18) 
IV v 
Young Full 
child house 
of new of 
work rn pre-
schoolers 
.20 
.75 
.45 
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Summary 
In the exchange of n1oney for services, what did the working 1n'other actually pay for? And how did 
arrangernents differ? So1nc findings: 
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A n1ultiple regression of the ainount paid for fa1nily day care showed that 66 percent of t11e "going rate" 
reflects the number of children per arrangetnent and the number of hours in care, and that only 3 
percent of variation in the going rate is attributable to differences in family income. Despite a common 
feeling that "you get what you pay for," the scale measuring mother's satisfaction with sitter's concern 
for the child - a strong evaluative factor - made no contribution to the amount of day care pay. 
Confirming the results of our previous study concerning the size of the typical family day care 
operation, approximately 3/4ths involve 3 or fewer day care children under 6. The most typical situation 
is a caregiver with one child under 6 of her own (plus older ones after school) and two day care children 
under 6. Above 3 or 4 children under 6 the frequencies drop off rapidly like a Poisson distribution so 
that caring for 8 preschoolers is a rare event. Family day care is a very different phenomenon than even 
the small proprietary center. 
- Which caregivers are apt to take 7 or more children under 6? Those with more education (gamma= .60) 
and higher husband's SES. A multiple regression of total number of children under 6 in the sitter's home 
on a variety of den1ographic factors showed that sitters who are better off and mothers who are less well 
off are the ones who make 41 full house" arrangements. 
A factor analysis of arrangement variables showed that family day care tends to specialize in at least 5 
ways: I) those higher paid arrangements, reflecting numbers of children and hours of care, 2) those 
involving many and flexible hours of care but without many children, and three factors specializing in 
stages of family development, 3) the very young child of the new working mother, 4) the full-house of 
preschoolers, and 5) the school age arrangement. 
CHAPTER V 
PREFERENCES AND POSSIBILITIES FOR 
WORK AND DAY CARE ROLES 
A wo1nan, a mother, who appears in this study either as a caregiver or as a working mother using family day 
care, faced a number of decisions and at least in principle she had a range.of alternatives at each decision point. 
There are work role alternatives, and if she works outside the home there are day care alternatives. If she uses 
family day care there is a choice among arrangements·. However, logically possible alternatives are not always a 
possible, feasible, or reasonable option for a family. As we saw in Chapter III, the mothers who entered the 
labor force had a greater economic need to work outside of the home than did the caregivers. Likewise the 
choice of family day care is not only a question of preferences but also is related to not having relatives who 
could perfonn as caregivers. 
During the T 1 interview both mothers and sitters were asked to rank their preferences for five possible 
work roles and to indicate for each whether they thought it would be possible to do. Respondents were asked, 
"Aside from what you prefer which ones are available to you? For example, you prefer (blank) first. Could 
you do this?" Answers were coded: yes; maybe, but not sure; yes but I wouldn't; and no. The percentage 
indicating "no, not possible" for each of the work role alternatives is shown in Table 5.1 along with the 
preference data showing the percentages ·giving each alternative as a first choice, as either a first or second 
choice, and as a last choice. Several findings may be observed in this table: 
l) A substantial proportion of working mothers regard other work role alternatives as impossible, 
especially those involving staying at home, and even 31% do not regard a part-time job as possible for them, 
because they need to work full-time. 
2) As for the sitters 27% believe they could not stay at home without doing the kind of work they are 
doing, but 41% regard a full-time job outside the home as impossible. In general, however, sitters reported less 
constraint thanwo.rl<ing mothers as to the role they are performing. 
3) A greater percentage of sitters than working mothers reported a preference for the role they were in fact 
performing. Forty-five percent of the caregivers gave "babysit at home" as their first choice while only 16% of 
the working mothers gave "full-time job outside the home" as their first choice. Working mothers gave first 
choice status to a part-time job but in fact 88% of the working mothers in this sample were working full-time. 
4) The fact that 70% of the sitters saw a full-time job outside the home as a last choice reinforces the 
finding that these two groups represent different populations with respect to their work role motivations. Only 
28 percent of the caregivers but 76 perent of the working mothers gave a first or second choice preference to a 
part-time job outside the home. 
A separate code was established for the ranked choice the respondent gave to her present work role, which 
was "babysit at home" for the caregivers and either a full-time or part-time job outside the home for working 
mothers. The results presented in Table 5.2 show the caregivers having a more pronounced preference for what 
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Table S.1 Sitters' and Mothers' First and Last Choice Among Alternative Work Roles 
First Choice Either First or Second Choice Last Choice No, Not Possible 
Sitters Mothers Sitters Mothefl'! Sitters Mothers Sitters Mothers 
Full time job outside the home 77'1 16% 9% 29'((, 7fY'ki 28% 41'7<> J'Y,, 
Babysit at home 45 4 7•) IS 0 44 0 .'iJ 
Stay at home - not work or sit 34 33 51 52 17 10 27 62 
Part time job outside the home 11 42 28 76 3 3 28 31 
Other work to do at home 3 5 33 28 9 16 23 47 
they are doing than the working mothers. For 79 percent of the sitters giving family day care was either a first 
or second choice, while for the working mothers, working either full-time or part-time (which ever she was 
doing) was a first or second choice for only 39%. 
Table 5.2 Rank of Present Work Role 
Sitter Mother 
% Cumulative% % Cumulative % 
First Choice 45 45 24 24 
Second Choice 34 79 15 39 
Third Choice 14 93 21 60 
Fourth Choice 7 100 16 74 
Fifth Choice 0 24 100 
That these caregivers are taking care of children because this is the work they want to be doing seems clear 
not only from the work role preferences reported above, but also from the fact that 97% of them gave a high 
preference ranking to their current role of providing family day care. See Table 5.3 in which are shown 
responses to questions about the preferences and possibilities respondents had for the type of care they would 
and could give or use. 
Table S.3 Sitters' and Mothers' Ranking of 
Alternative Kinds of Day Care 
First Choice High Rank* Low Rank** Last Choice 
Sitters Mothers Sitters Mothers Sitters Mothers 
to give to use to give to USC to give to use 
A relative in the mother's home 0% 12% 3% 28% 78% 47% 
A relative in the sitter's home 13 12 61 31 16 50 
Someone, not a relative, in mother's home 0 28 3 52 72 32 
Someone, not a relative, in sitter's home 77 24 97 52 29 
Group day care or nursery school 10 23 36 38 34 42 
*high rank= Jst or 2nd choke **low rank= 4th or 5th choice 
74 
Sitters Mothers 
to give to use 
29% 27% 
13 
42 19 
0 9 
28 32 
By contrast this sample of working mothers were not using the type of day care of their choice to the 
extent found in our previous study. Only 24% gave family day care as their first choice and only 52% ranked it 
as either first or second choice, and 29% gave it one of the two lowest rankings of the five alternatives 
presented. 
The question of which alternative to family day care the family day care users would prefer (assuming it 
were possible) was answered by counting the number of times any alternative kind of care was preferred over 
family day care in a paired comparison analysis of the ranked preferences. Expressed as a percentage of 
mothers who preferred family day care to each kind of alternative: 
44% preferred it to having a sitter come into the mother's home; 
61% preferred it to a relative caring for the child in the relative'.s home; 
64% preferred it to having a relative come into the mother's home; and 
64% preferred it to having the child in a group day care situation. 
Do Preferences Change with Experience? 
How stable were these preferences over time? Do preferences change with experience in the role of family 
day care user? Two scale items provide repeat measures at the beginning and the end of the arrangement. The 
results show relatively little change. 
T1 T3 
I would rather have my disagree 34 26 0 + 
child with a sitter than 
with a relative or neither 23 3 5 
member of my own family. agree or 14 22 
disagree TJ 0 6 8 II 
agree 52 52 + IO 5 45 
100% 100% -~ 
I would rather have my disagree 33 34 0 + 
child at the home ofa 
sitter than at a day neither 27 6 6 
care center. agree nor 8 6 
disagree TJ 0 4 I 2 
agree 59 60 + 8 2 60 
100% 100% 116 I 
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When controlling for whether or not the mother had had previous day care experience the change pattern was 
no different. There was however, a slight trend, not statistically significant, in the direction of increasing 
preference for family day care an1ong those who had n1ade previous family day care arrangements. 
Preference 
forFDC 
over 
relatives 
at T3 
previous arrangement 
No or? 
Yes 
no yes 
[~ 
~ 
x2=2.903,p<.l0 n.s. 
What Kinds of Arrangements Were Regarded as Possible? 
Preference 
forFDC 
over 
day care 
center 
at T3 
previous arrangement 
no 
No or? 20 
Yes 15 
x2= 1.578,p<.30 n.s. 
yes 
36 
45 
Considering the lack of overwhelming preference for family day care on the part of its users one might find 
the extent of such use surprising were it not for the fact that for the most part these working mothers saw no 
alternative but to use the form of care that they were using. Either in the home or out of the mother's home, 
for 94 and 84% respectively it was not deemed possible to use a relative as a sitter. Neither were the prospects 
perceived as bright for use of a day care center or of having a non-relative sitter come in. See Table 5.4. 
Table 5 .4 Possibility of Use of Day Care 
Alternatives Reported by Mothers 
Using Family Day Care (N= 116) 
Kind of Day Care Possible 
Using a relative in mother's home 6 
Using a relative in the relative's home 16 
Use of group day care center or nursery 
school 21 
Use of a non-relative sitter in mother's 
home 38 
Use of a non-relative sitter in her 
home (family day care) 100 
Not Possible Total 
94 100% 
84 100% 
79 100% 
62 !00% 
0 100% 
Interestingly the reported preferences were largely independent of the reported possibilities. In no instance 
was preference associated with what the mothers regarded as possible: 
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Relative in Mother's Home Relative in Relative 's Home 
Not 
Pref. Poss. Poxs. Prt•f. Pnss. 
Hi 0 32 Hi 5 31 
Lo 7 77 Lo 14 66 
n.s. 116 1 116 1 
Group Care Center 
Not 
Pref. Poss. Poss. 
Hi 7 37 
Lo 17 SS 
n.s. 116 
Non-Relative Sitter 
at M's Home 
Not 
Pref. Poss. Poss. 
Hi 23 37 
Lo 21 3S 
n.s. 
n.s. 
Family Day Care 
Not 
Pref. Poss. Poss. 
Hi 60 0 
Lo S6 0 
1161 1161 
Likewise, the caregivers, though somewhat less dramatically than mothers, tended not to see as possible 
other kinds of caregiving alternatives than that of giving family day care, that is caring for the children of 
non-relatives in their own homes. See Table S.S. 
Table 5 .5 Possibility of Caregiving Alternatives 
Reported by Sitters Giving Family 
Day Care (N=l 16) 
Kind of Day Care Possible Not Possible 
Giving care in relative's home 22 78 
Giving care in a non.relative 's home 24 76 
Giving care in a day care center 47 S3 
Giving care to relative in sitter's 
own home 48 S2 
Giving care to non·relative in sitter's 
own home 100 0 
Total 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
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For the sitters, however, reported preferences were not independent of reported possibilities. In the case of 
giving care in a day care center or to a relative in the sitter's own home (the only two instances in which the 
distributions permit analysis), the sitter's preference was positively associated with her perception of the 
alternative as possible. (Or low preference where it was not possible): 
Family Day Care 
Pref. Poss. 
Hi 112 
Lo 4 
Not 
Poss. 
0 
0 
116 I 
Sitter in a Relative 's Home 
Pref. Poss. 
Hi 2 
Lo 23 
Not 
Poss. 
1 
90 
Relative in Sitter's Ho1ne 
Pref. 
Hi 
Lo 
116 I 
Poss. 
39 
17 
Not 
Poss. 
32 
--
28 
x2=3.244 116 I 
Group Care Center 
Pref. 
Hi 
Lo 
Poss. 
28 
27 
Not 
Poss. 
14 
47 
X2=9.787 
Sitter in a Non-Relative's Home 
Pref. Poss. 
Hi 2 
Lo 26 
Not 
Poss. 
2 
86 
116 I 
116 I 
The working nlother is more disadvantaged than the sitter in the number of alternatives to family day· care 
reported as possible. Tallying the number of possibilities other than family day care reported as open to each 
respondent the working mothers had fewer options open to them: 
0 alternative kinds of care possible 
1 alternative kind of care possible 
2 alternative kinds of care possible 
3 alternative kinds of care possible 
All 4 alternative kinds of care possible 
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Sitters 
to give 
26 
40 
31 
14 
5 
116 
x2 = 26.84 
df= 4; p<.Ol 
Mothers 
to use 
48 
51 
14 
2 
116 
In general, we n1ay conclude this analysis of preferences and possibilities regarding the work role and type 
of day care as showing the working mother to be rather severely constrained by the options open to her and 
her preferences do not correspond closely to the oplions she was ohligt•d to ndopl. Ncvrrtht•lcss, 1hl'111a.iPrity 
of family day care users report a relatively stable preference for the kind of child care they arc using when 
asked to compare it with other out-of-ho1ne fonns of day care. These arc bare ntajoritics, however, and ntore 
mothers than not would rather have their child remain at home and indeed, would rather stay home 
themselves, as long as they could not have a part-time job outside the home. Later however, we shall see that 
these mothers make the best of it in some sense, reporting higher levels of satisfaction with various aspects of 
the arrangement they have made than one might suppose from the preference data. 
Caregivers, in contrast, are clearly home-oriented in their work-role preferences, not even sharing the 
working mothers' preference for a part-time job out of the home. Caregivers report less constraint than 
working mothers and a greater likelihood of preferring what they are doing. 
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CHAPTER VI 
THE NATURE OF THE SOCIAL RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN MOTHER AND SITTER 
Whether by choice or force of circumstance, then, the working mothers of this study turned beyond 
kinship resources to make an out-of-home arrangement with a non-relative. But who would this non-relative 
be? A friend, acquaintance, or stranger? And how would contact be made? In Child Care by Kith we found 
that initial circumstances were important. Arrangements made within the context of a friendship had a 
different dynamics than arrangements between persons who had had no prior relationship before entering into 
the contractual child care agreement. Much of that study was based on a comparison of arrangements between 
friends and arrangements between strangers. The present study, however, is based on a sample that primarily 
consisted of arrangements between strangers. Respondents were asked "How did you go about making this 
particular arrangement?" Mother and sitter reports of how the contact for the arrangement was made (Table 
6.1) show classified ads were the basis for 48 percent and informal intermediaries were used for 30 percent of 
the arrangements. 
Did they regard themselves as friends, acquaintances, or strangers? The answer is shown in Table 6.2; 
approximately 8 percent were friends and at least three.fourths were strangers. 
Table 6.1 How Contact for This Arrangement was Made 
Directly with a friend or acquaintance 
Through a friend, relative, or acquaintance 
who knew of the mother's need and/or 
the sitter's willingness 
Through a Day Care Neighbor 
Through the school, church, or an agency 
From a newspaper classified ad 
Mother knocked on door - direct approach 
from comparative stranger 
Mother's Report 
21 
21 
16 
4 
54 
0 
116 
Sitter's Report 
19 
19 
14 
7 
56 
116 
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Mother and sitter were: 
friends 
acquain lances 
strangers 
Sitter and child were: 
friends 
acquaintances 
strangers 
Table 6.2 Status of Acquaintance When 
Arrangement Began 
Mother's Report 
9 
18 
89 
116 
7 
9 
JOO 
116 
How long had the mother and sitter known each other? Two-thirds, "no 
time at all." 
Mother's Report 
no time at all 75 
less than I week 13 
I week to a month 2 
I month to a year 13 
more than I year 13 
116 
Sitter's Report 
10 
14 
92 
116 
7 
9 
JOO 
116 
Sitter's Report 
76 
9 
9 
JO 
12 
116 
The mother's apparent reason for making this arrangement as judged by the mother interviewer is shown in 
Table 6.3. In only 14 percent was the mother's reason classified as an act of desperation, taking the first sitter 
found. 
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Table 6.3 Mother's Apparent Reason for 
Making Arrangement (Interviewer judgment) 
First choice among possible alternatives 
Desperate - first sitter this mother found 
Friendship of mother and sitter 
Sitter well recommended and/or arrangement 
through friend 
Children of two families already playmates 
Playma le for own child 
Convenience 
Other 
Frequency 
59 
16 
14 
9 
6 
5 
4 
3 
116 
The sitter's apparent reason for making this arrangement as judged by the sitter interviewer is shown in 
Table 6.4. "Money badly needed" characterized 22 percent of the sitters. 
Extra money 
Money badly needed 
Wanted a child to care for 
Playmate for own child 
Table 6.4 Sitter's Apparent Reason for 
Making Arrangement (Interviewer judgment) 
Friendship of the mother and sitter 
Children of two families already playmates 
Frequency 
34 
26 
24 
17 
IO 
5 
116 
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Again it may be seen that in not more than twenty arrangements was a prior friendship or relationship 
involved in the fonnation of this arrangement. 
How long did they plan to continue the arrange111ent? Sixty-two pcrccnl of the 1nothcrs and 68 pcri.:cnt of 
the sitters had either an indefinite or no definite period of tin1c plaru1cd for the arrangcn1ent. See Table 6.5. 
Their expectations shown in Table 6.6 show that 44% of the mothers and 27% of the sitters anticipated that it 
would continue until there was some change in circumstances, that is, an outside event. Thirty-one percent of 
the mothers and 48% of the sitters thought it would go on as long as the other wanted it to. 
Were They Neighbors? 
Another important determinant of the relationship between mother and sitter was the degree to which they 
regarded one another as neighbors. Confirming the results of our previous study of the distance of family day 
care homes, 17% lived either next door, across the street, in the same block, or in the next block, and 75% 
lived within one mile. Thus the majority of arrangements were not between close, immediate neighbors but 
were within a radius that one would regard as being in the general neighborhood. Thus since the majority of 
the social relationships between the mothers and sitters of this sample were initiated through newspaper ads or 
at least a third party intermediary, since they regarded themselves as strangers for the most part rather than 
friends or acquaintances, and since they mostly had the social distance of being only vaguely neighbors despite 
reasonably close proximity, the social interaction that developed between them became friendly but did not 
extend beyond the context of the arrangement itself. 
During the second interview the respondents were asked to complete a brief questionnaire which included 
the information regarding the scope and amount of their social interaction with one another. Table 6.7 defines 
quite clearly the circumscribed social relationships between the two families; relations are friendly but tend 
not to extend beyond the confines of the user·giver role. 
A Typology of Family Day Care Arrangements 
Since the beginning of the field study, an effort was made to develop a typology of family day care 
arrangements that would serve as a working conceptual frameWork for ordering the varieties of arrangements 
that observation had suggested. Even though such "ideal type" characterizations would fail to fit well a great 
many cases, they were useful as working hypotheses. Even though empirical testing and revision would be 
needed, the typology served as a guide for the kind of research in which measurement was emphasized and 
analysis of arrangement phenomena would be pursued to many domains and a great many variables. 
The original typology was described in Child Gire by Kith (Appendix E), and to some extent it was tested 
in that study, resulting in a revised set of descriptions of the types we thought we would encounter in the 
panel study. These descriptions as used by our interviewers are presented in Box 6.1. The interviewers were 
asked to classify during each interview the typology characteristics of their own respondent and of the other 
party to the arrangement as well. They were given a second choice if needed. Each type for each respondent 
was assigned "typology points" on the basis of the mother interviewers' and the sitter interviewers' judg1nent. 
A high degree of agreement between the judgments of these independent interviewers could not be expected 
because each interviewer was interviewing a party to the arrangement whose orientation and behavior could 
well be different. Table 6.8 shows the distribution of typology points. It may be seen that Types Band C were 
the most prevalent types of arrangement, each representing a little more than one-third of the sample. Type B 
arrangements were planful, wam1 and child-oriented, meeting both physical and emotional needs of the child. 
Type C is more commercially oriented; more efficient than warm, with emphasis on the contractual features 
and physical care. Only a s1nall nun1ber of arrangements were judged by the interviewers as deviant types 
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00 
"' 
Mother's View 
<I mo 
1<2 mos 
2<3 mos 
3<6 mos 
until indef. outside 
event 
No plans, didn't 
discuss 
6<9mos 
9mo<l2mos 
~l yr. 
:E 
<Imo 
2 
i 
I 
i 
I 
2 
Table 6.5 How Long Arrangement Was Planned For, Mother's View by Sitter's View 
I<2mo 2<3mo 
I 
l 
3 
I 
I 2 
I 
2 7 
Sitter's View 
3<6mo 
I 
2 
6 
I 
I 
I I 
until 
outside 
event 
2 
4 
23 
6 
4 
2 
7 
48 
no plans 
didn't 
discuss 
I 
13 
10 
I 
4 
2 
31 
6<9mo 9mo<I2mo 
I 
5 I 
I I 
6 3 
;;;;i:1 yr. :E 
3 
4 
4 
7 
. 
3 54 
I 17 
• 
5 
I 8 
I 14 
6 116 
(Methodological note: For the regression analysis of duration in Chapter VI, the above codes. were combined so that if either respondem: said how long the 
arrangement was planned to last, whether or not communicated to the other party, this number was coded. "Indefinite outside event" <:ind "no plans" were 
combined into a single code since they fell at about the mean duration and would have least effect on the correlations there. The other code numbers for 6<9 mos., 
etc., were moved up accordingly.) 
Table 6.6 Plans Regarding Termination of the Arrangement 
As long as she (both) wants 
Don't know or hadn't thought about it 
Depends on how it works out 
Trial period mentioned 
Until change in circumstances (e.g., 
anticipated outside event) 
Until mother can make other arrangement which 
better fits her needs, (e.g., closer to 
home, housekeeper, etc.) 
Not happy but not planning to terminate 
Sitter (mother) dissatisfied, planning 
to quit 
Mother's 
Report 
31% 
6 
6 
3 
44 
8 
2 
0 
100% 
Table 6.7 Scope and Amount of Social 
Interaction Between Mother and Sitter Families 
She has been to my house almost as much as I 
have been to hers. 
She has been to my house a few times that were 
not connected with this arrangement. 
I have been to her home other times than for my 
child but she has never been in mine. 
I have been in her home only to leave or get 
my child and she has never been in mine. 
We spend most of our free time together. 
We often do things together. 
We see each other once in a while when my 
child isn't at her home. 
We see each other only when I leave my 
child or pick him up. 
The sitter and I often don't see each other 
even on days my child is at her home. 
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Mother Report 
15 
22 
13 
54 
100% 
0 
5 
28 
61 
6 
100% 
Sitter's 
Report 
48% 
12 
9 
3 
27 
I 
0 
0 
100% 
Sitter Report* 
19 
12 
9 
60 
100% 
8 
19 
65 
7 
100% 
Mother Report Sitter Report 
We usually talk about all sorts of things: 
families, children, work. 60 56 
We usually talk about my child and what 
he is doing. 38 40 
We talk most about what she and I are doing. 0 3 
The sitter and I usually talk most about 
all the problems of getting by. 2 
100% 100% 
The sitter and I often exchange all kinds of 
favors. 8 6 
We do extras for each other to make the 
arrangement easier. 41 17 
I pay her what we agreed and she does her 
part without worrying about doing favors. 47 74 
She doesn't do what she is supposed to do. 4 3 
100% 100% 
We are best friends. 2 3 
We are good friends. 18 18 
The sitter and I are friendly, but only in the 
arrangement. 58 44 
I see this sitter only because she is taking care 
of my child. 22 35 
100% 100% 
Our families are together much of the time. 3 4 
Once in a while our families do things together. 9 6 
I have only seen others in her family occasionally. 82 53 
I have never met the rest of her family. 6 37 
100% 100% 
My husband sees the sitter's family often because 
we are friends. 6 JO 
He usually comes with me for our child. IO IO 
He sometimes brings or picks up our child. 32 29 
We are a one-parent family. 33 16 
My husband usually picks up and delivers our child. IO 11 
My husband has never met the sitter. 9 24 
100% 100% 
Our children play together most of the time. 4 3 
They sometimes are together when they are not 
being cared for at the sitter's . 17 17 
The children in our families see each other only 
during the time my child is at the sitter's. 63 66 
Because of our children's ages, it is silly to talk 
about "playing together." 12 11 
The sitter does not have children. 4 3 
100% 100% 
*Statements are worded fro1n the mother's view; sitter staten1ents are comparable, E.g., mother statement "My husband 
usually picks up and delivers our child" is sitter statement, "The father usually picks up and delivers the child." 87 
despite the considerable effort that was inadc to include such cases in the sa111ple. Five percent, for exrunple, 
were classified as crisis-ridden, disorganized situations in which the child is adrift in a world where adults have 
neither time nor energy to provide good physical care or to meet his expressive needs. 
In part these data reflect a tendency on the part of the interviewers to identify with the respondents they 
were interviewing and to assess their arrangements with en1pathy for their situations and struggles. Therefore 
all interview schedules and tapes were reviewed by the interview supervisor who made typology judgments of 
her own on the taped interviews without consulting the code for the interviewer's judgment. This distribution 
is also shown in Table 6.8. 
It became increasingly clear that in gross terms Type Bora B-C combination was the dominant type of 
arrangement in fa1nily day care and lhat a clustering of types would not prove fruitful, because of the mixed 
character and dearth of "pure" types other than B. B points were extensively mixed with C, and very few cases 
had more lhan traces of the various "deviant" types. The interviewer typology judgments for mothers and 
sitters proved to be in agreement sufficiently to justify using them as a typing of the arrangement. A 
correlation of .80 was found for the sum of type B points for the mothers at T1 +T3 and the sum of the sitter 
B points at T1 and at T3. Also the typology changes for the mothers and the sitters from T1 to T3 were 
correlated .57. 
Table 6 .8 Distribution of Typology Points at T 1 and T 3 
T, T3 
Type Points % Points % 
A Like an extended family; 
born of friendship or 
closeness of prior 
relationship 78 6 113 8 
B Planful, warm and 
child-oriented, meets both 
physical and emotional 
needs of child 645 46 588 42 
c Commercially oriented~ 
contractual emphasis on 
physical care, more 
efficient than warm 541 39 549 39 
D Intense attachment between 
adults; child incidental 31 2 30 2 
E Rescue of, or possessive 
attachment to, child 15 23 2 
F Born of crisis and 
desperation 60 4 
G Chaotic, disorganized, 
marginal, unplanned 22 2 89 7 
1392 100% 1392 100% 
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Percentages by Judge (T 1 + T3 combined) 
Interviewer Judgment of Office Judgn1ent of sa1ne 
Type Own respondent 
A 6 
B 52 
c 30 
D 3 
E 2 
F 2 
G 5 
100% 
Box 6.1 
Instructions to Interviewers: 
Other respondent 
6 
43 
37 
4 
2 
2 
6 
100% 
DESCRIPTIONS OF TYPES FOR 
T1, T1 and T3 INTERVIEWS 
.. own" 
7 
40 
42 
I 
5 
4 
100% 
.. other" 
7 
34 
49 
I 
2 
I 
6 
100% 
Each interviewer is asked to characterize her respondent as type A through G. If she feels it necessary 
to describe the respondent's orientation more adequately, she may (but is not required to) include 
another type as second choice. She will be encouraged to use the same procedure to type the other party 
to the arrangement, but will be offered the option of adding "Not enough information" to her judgment 
(to be used sparingly) for the person not seen, if she feels the interview did not elicit the necessary 
information. 
Type A at Tt 
The type A mother chooses a family friend whom her child already knows or whose children he 
knows and presumably enjoys. There are two principal distinguishing features at Tt. The child is not 
thrust into a totally strange situation, but has prior knowledge of the people and place where he will be. 
For him the situation can be like visiting with an aunt and cousins or his grandmother. It may mean a 
formalized continuation of formerly casual play with his friends. He has some idea what to expect of the 
sitter and what she expects of him. Second, mother and sitter know each other well enough to feel that 
they share mutual standards of child care. Planning between mother and sitter may be extensive or 
almost nonexistent because the sitter is already well acquainted with the child and the mother. 
Type A at T1 and T3 
There is a relationship among members of both families. The child therefore docs not go from one 
separate set of relationships to another, but experiences some continuity and sense of being part of a 
group made up of his own and his "day care" families. There arc visits and varied social contacts 
extending beyond the minimum contacts required by the child care arrangement. The mother and sitter 
have shared beliefs and standards of child care. They may discuss how the child gets along, and handling 
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of specifics, or they may feel they understand each other so that this is not necessary. Discussion that 
takes place may be easy for thcn1 because they arc friends. or it n1ay be or 111ay not be of i111port:1nce. 
The salient characteristics of this type are friendship between the fan1ilies, a sense of sharing child 
care responsibilities in a way that focuses on all t11e child's needs, and the extension of the child's fa1nily 
world rather than a separate day care world. These characteristics 1nay be present when the urrangcn1cnt 
starts or may develop out of the day care experience. 
Type Bat T1 
Either the mother and sitter know each other slightly or are strangers at the beginning of the 
arrangement. Mother and/or sitter may have been referred or recommended by someone else. If no third 
person was involved, she probably asked questions of the other before agreeing to the arrangement. The 
child does not know the sitter or her home; he enters a separate world when the arrangement begins. 
There is a reasonable amount of planning for the terms of the arrangement (pay, hours, etc.) and for his 
physical care; the women expect that the child's initial adjustment, comfort and happiness be equally 
important to care of his physical needs-payment is made or received on the presumption that they will 
be working together toward these ends. 
Type Bat Tz and T3 
These arrangements are characterized by planful, child-oriented behavior on the part of both women. 
They are. friendly but not intimate; their association is limited to the requirements of the day care 
arrangement. Their communication is largely around the child and his needs. They cooperate on the 
practical aspects of managing the arrangement; one or the other may "hold the reins," or there may be 
mutual give and take. The child's well-being is of concern to them, including efforts to meet his 
emotional as well as physical needs. There is affection between sitter and child, but his own home and 
day care home are separate. The arrangement is businesslike. Payment for service expected and rendered 
is important, but there is also concern for the quality of experience for the child in terms of his 
expressive needs. 
Type Cat Tt 
Type C is somewhat like type B. The mother and sitter, as type B, do not know each other well at the 
beginning of the arrangement and they are reasonably planful about selection. The difference from type 
B is one of emphasis. An agreement on the terms of the arrangement is the most important area to be 
decided, with the child incidental to an efficient arrangement. The welfare of the child is discussed 
primarily in terms of his being well behaved, the routine to be followed, what meals he will need, etc. 
There is a cotnmercial flavor to type "Cs,,,·the giving of an adequately defined and performed service for 
an agreed upon rate of pay. 
Type Cat Tz and T3 
These arrangements show most concern for the external details of keeping an arrangement going 
smoothly. The women make a business agreement in which one purchases and the other sells service. 
Details about the child's physical care are given planful attention and the communication between the 
women is largely around these matters. The child is expected to behave himself and adjust to the day 
care home, which is separate from his own. The families do not know each other and the relationship 
between the women is apt to be distant. 
Type D at Ti 
The choice of arrangement is determined primarily by the relationship between mother and sitter, 
Reasons given for the arrangement are indicative of adult friendship rather than of a primary interest in 
the needs of the child. "She takes a real interest in me" is the type of reason that might be offered either 
for making or for being satisfied with the arrangement. What distinguishes this from types A or B is the 
content of conversations, which emphasizes the interests and needs of either the mother or sitter 1norc 
than those of the child. The child is incidental to the personal relationship of niother and sitter. 
Type Dat Tz and T3 
The choice and maintenance of the arrangement is determined primarily by the relationship between 
mother and sitter. Attitudes expressed about the arrangement are indicative of adult friendship rather 
than of a primary interest in the needs of the child. "She takes a real interest in me" is the type of 
reason that might be offered either for making or for being satisfied with the arrangement. What 
distinguishes this from types A or B is the content of conversations, which emphasizes the interests and 
needs of either the mother or sitter more than those of the child. The child is incidental to the personal 
relationship of mother and sitter. 
Type Eat Ti 
This type is characterized mostly by the sitter's attitude. She wants children, often babies in 
particular. She "just loves" them. She is interested in the child and gets a great deal of satisfaction from 
having him. Having the child to care for is more important than the money exchanged or any 
relationship with the mother. This type of sitter often cares for one, or only a very few children. 
Planning for physical care may range from little to greatly detailed, but the sitter expects to become very 
attached to this child. The mother may or may not be aware of the sitter's expectation in the initial 
stage. If the mother is aware of the sitter's expectation in the initial stage, she may be pleased about the 
loving care given her child or concerned lest he become too attached to the sitter. This arrangement is 
somewhat like B, with the mother and sitter strangers or casually acquainted at Ti. It differs from B in 
the clear empha.sis on the sitter's wanting a child to care for. 
Type Eat Tz or TJ 
This typ.e i.s characterized mostly by the sitter's attitude. She wants children, often babies in 
particular. She "just loves" them. She is interested in the child and gets a great deal of satisfaction from 
having him. Having the child to care for is more important than the money exchanged or any 
relationship with the mother. This type of sitter often cares for one, or only a very few children. 
Planning for physical care may range from little to greatly detailed, but the sitter expects to become very 
attached to this child. The mother may be pleased about the loving care given her child or concerned lest 
he become too attached to the sitter. This arrangement is somewhat like B, but differs from B in the 
clear emphasis on the sitter's wanting a child to care for. 
Type Fat Ti 
These arrangements, like type G, have a quality of desperation about them. The mother may be in a 
real family crisis. or be in an emergency situation because her previous sitter quit unexpectedly or 
because a job materialized much sooner than anticipated. She had no time to check ahead of time, and 
had to make an arrangement she might not have been satisfied with if circumstances were different. The 
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sitter may feel the same uncertainty about the quickly-made arrangement, but have begun it in response 
to the mother's need for new child care arrangements, or because she has a similar urgent need for an 
arrangement at once. The first day or two may have been chaotic or unplanned, but there is a possibility 
that there is concern for the child and there may be belated communication regarding him. 
Type Fat T1 and T3 
This type will have developed into one of the others by T 2 or T 3. 
TypeGatT1 
The desperation and/or chaotic state may seem more pervasive in the life of mother or sitter than the 
specific emergency of type F. There is a lack of organization and a sense of real and continuing pressures 
great enough that thoughtful planning for the child is difficult or impossible. The mother and sitter may 
be friends or strangers. The arrangement may have been made hurriedly or ahead of time. There are few 
details worked out between mother and sitter, and those that have been decided may not have been 
adhered to even in the first few days. The child is adrift in a world where adults do not have time or 
energy to provide good physical care or to meet his expressive needs. The mother's reason for this 
arrangement may be, "I needed an arrangement." There is little or no perception of alternatives. The 
sitter's reason frequently is, "I need the money; there is nothing else I can do." 
Type G at Tz and T3 
There continues to be a desparate or chaotic state present in this type. There is a lack of organization 
and a sense of real and continuing pressures great enough that attention to the needs of the child is 
difficult or impossible. The mother and sitter may see a lot of each other or very little. If a lot they are 
so preoccupied with the crises in their lives that they spend their time trying to deal with-or 
avoid-these. The child is adrift in a world where adults do not have time or energy to provide good 
physical care or to meet his expressive needs. The mother's reason for this arrangement may be "I need 
an arrange1nent." There is little or no perception of alternatives. The sitter's reason frequently, "I need 
the money; there is nothing else I can do." 
Typology, Satisfaction, and Duration 
At this point we need to report some brief contingency table analyses which were conducted to provide an 
overview of the results of the study and which influenced the strategy for further analysis. Our hypothesis had 
been that controlling for typology would yield better prediction of the duration of the arrangement as a 
function of satisfaction with the arrangement. This turned out not to be the case and it should be useful at this 
point to show why, even though the prediction of duration does not receive full discussion until Chapter XI. 
First of all, four groups in the sample were differentiated according to whether the mother's and the sitter's 
satisfaction at T3 were both high, both low, mixed mother high and sitter low, or mother low and sitter high. 
Thirty-nine cases were eliminated from this particular analysis because the satisfaction scores were within .25 
standard deviations from the mean; it was desirable to deal only with cases where satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction were clear-cut. These 77 cases then were divided categorically into two groups: Type B and 
other types. Type B were those cases that received interviewer ratings resulting in more B points than anything 
else (i.e., than any other single type). All other cases were classified as "other." From the contingency tables 
shown below, the following conclusions were drawn: 
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'° w 
<14 
14+ 
Table 6.9 Typology, Satisfaction, and Duration 
Mother Typology Sitter Typology 
Satisfaction 
Hi Hi 
SHiMLo 
SloMHi 
Lo lo 
Mother Satisfaction 
Duration Lo 
<14 I 15 
14+ I 7 I 
Q=.60 
x2 =7.210 
df= l,p<.01 
TypeB 
M Satisfaction 
Hi Lo 
I JO I 3 l 
I 20 I 2 I 
Q=.50 
x2 =1.305 
n.s. 
Hi 
19 
36 
<14 
14+ 
Type B Other Satisfaction TypeB Other 
24 
5 
4 
3 
r=.49 
x2 =8.I50 
df = 3, p<.05 
15 I 
' 6 
12 
8 I 
!;;] 
Sitter Satisfaction 
Duration Lo 
<14 13 
14+ 14 
77 I 
x2 =Q.268 
n.s. 
Other Types 
M Satisfaction 
Hi Lo 
I 9-1 12 I 
16 5 I 
<14 
14+ 
Q=.58 
x2 =4.842 
df= l,p<.05 
Hi Hi 26 13 
SHiMLo 4 7 
SLoMHi 4 12 
Lolo I I JO 
x•=16.0ll 
df= 3, p<.01 
Hi 
21 
29 
Duration 
<14 
14+ 
77 : 
I 
'-----' 
Lo M.Sat 
B Other 
II : -\ I: I 
Q=.23 
x2 =0.I99 
n.s. 
77 
Typology 
and Duration 
TypeB Other 
13 21 
I 22 20 
Q=.28 
x2 =1.513 
n.s. 
<14 
14+ 
77 i 
Hi M. Sat 
B Other 
[J: I I: I 
Q=.06 
x.2=0.042 
n.s. 
l) The interviewer typology judgments regarding both the mothers and the sitters were significantly 
associated with the satisfaction groups. 
2) Motlier satisfaction but not sitter sulisfu1:tion \V11s signifil':lntly l'lllTt•l:1tt•d 'vi1h dun1lillH llf llH, 
arrange1nent. 
3) That typology by itself showed only a weak and nonsignificant association with duration. 
4) Controlling for typology, mother satisfaction was still associated with duration without much loss in the 
magnitude of the correlations, but controlling for satisfaction reduced rather than increased what low 
correlation there was between typology and duration. 
5) Therefore, it was concluded that typology would probably contribute very little to prediction of the 
duration variable in the larger analysis other than what was contributed by the various measures of 
satisfaction. For this reason, although typology was included as one predictor along with satisfaction and other 
variables, the categories of typology were not used for subgroup analyses; the analyses of change and the 
predictions of the stability variables in Chapter XI were conducted using the entire 116 cases as one group. 
Also in Chapter XI, typology-related scales measuring the degree of inter-family closeness as perceived by 
mothers and sitters revealed results that replicated the findings of Child Care by Kith. Initial closeness between 
the two families is negatively associated with duration of the arrangement, but an increasing closeness during 
the arrangement is positively related to duration. Thus, a low degree of friendship initially, such as 
characterizes most of the sample, when followed by developing friendliness, creates a bond that contributes to 
an enduring arrangement. 
Summary 
The Social Relationship Between Mothers and Sitters: A crucial aspect of the study concerned how the 
arrangen1ent began and how friendship or social distance contributed to the dynamics of the developing social 
relationship. What patterns of interaction defined the character of the arrangement, its form of organization, 
and the bonds that held it together? Most of the mothers and sitters did not know each other before the 
arrangement began; only 8 percent regarded themselves as friends and at least three-fourths had no prior 
acquaintance. A classified ad or some informal third-party referral made the contact possible in all but 17 
percent of the contacts. Though 75 percent lived within one mile of one another, only 17 were next-door 
neighbors, and most enjoyed reasonably close proximity yet also a friendly but definite social distance. 
Friendships tended not to extend beyond the context of the arrangement itself to involve other members of 
the two families. 
A 7 -type typology was used to classify arrangements. Types B and C were the most prevalent types each 
·representing about one-third of the sample, Type B being more warm and child-oriented than C which is more 
commercial in flavor. Only 5 percent were typed as disorganized, crisis ridden situations in which the child's 
physical and emotional needs were urunet. Type B was associated with satisfaction and duration of the 
arrangement. 
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CHAPTER VII 
WHAT DO MOTHERS AND CAREGIVERS WANT 
IN A FAMILY DAY CARE ARRANGEMENT? 
We now turn to a concrete description and set of generalizations about the nonns and expectations that the 
users and givers of family day care bring to the arrangement. A unique source of data was used for this 
account, namely, the impressions formed by one of the investigators as a result of having supervised the 
interviewers, having reviewed all of the more than six hundred interview schedules, having conducted 
independent validity ratings on selected variables and judgments, having checked all interview ratings for 
consistency, having supervised the coding of the interviews, and especially having listened to 356 of the tape 
recorded interviews for the purpose of making the independent office typology judgment of each case. 
Approximately half of all of the interviews were tape recorded; 167 mother interviews and 189 sitter 
interviews were taped, divided among the three waves of interviews. Most, but not all, of the interviews were 
selected on a random basis. 
Prior to the analysis of the coded data, the investigator recorded her impressions of the taped interviews in 
order to capture as an additional type of data, the values, sentiments, norms, and role expectations of the 
mothers and sitters. The following account then is intended as an educated set of impressions to seive as a 
supplement to the systematic analyses of response data, interviewer ratings, and other variables. This account 
captures impressions that may have been lost by the standardized items and it provides a holistic overview of 
what each party to the family day care arrangement seeks from it and generally succeeds in getting. Since for 
the most part respondents reported being quite satisfied with their arrangements, the following descriptive 
account helps to sensitize the reader to some of the concrete complaints and sources of dissatisfaction that will 
appear in the subsequent measurement. It should be kept in mind, however, that these complaints are given a 
relative salience in .the narrative description that they may not necessarily deserve. 
The impressions reported below were formed from listening to tapes of: 
I) Fifty-five mother and sixty-five sitter T 1 interviews that concentrated on why they made this particular 
arrangement, what they were looking for and what things they discussed when making the arrangement; 
2) Fifty-five mother and sixty-three sitter T 2 interviews of ongoing arrangements that were one or two 
months old. This interview focussed on the kinds of mother-sitter interactions that had taken place, how any 
problems that had arisen had been resolved, and how satisfied they were at that time; 
3) Fifty-seven mother and sixty-one sitter T 3 interviews done shortly after the arrangement ended. At this 
time reasons for the arrangement's ending were discussed as well as the respondent's retrospective judgements 
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regarding the sources and amount of satisfaction and dissatisfaction they had had with the arrangement. 
Respondents were assured that there was no way for the other party to find out what was said to the 
interviewer, and that everything wou1d be confidential. They were told and reminded that sitter interviewers 
and n1other interviewers were not allowed to discuss cases to insure that no information could get back to the 
other party. This was also to insure that the interviewers themselves did not influence one another's 
judgments. The respondents gave every appearance of speaking frankly and freely about their current 
arrange1nents and their feelings about day care in general. 
What do the Working Mothers Want? 
Perhaps most important in considering what mothers want in a day care arrangement is a recognition of the 
reasons they need an arrangement at all. They may work for a variety of reasons, many of which are child 
oriented, whether financial, ranging from sheer necessity to wanting ubetter lives" for their children, or a 
desire to improve the quality of time spent with their children by having some time away from them. Some 
professional women such as pediatricians and social workers, work from a feeling of obligation to all children, 
not just their own. Whether a mother's reasons for working are altruistic or child oriented she needs to meet 
her obligations to her job, without being distracted by anxiety for the welfare of her children. 
No matter how good an arrangement might be for them, it is of no use to the working mother unless it is 
available for the required hours and days, dependable on a day-in-day-out basis, within the price range she can 
afford, and to which she can get her child without undue strain in time, effort, or money. 
Convenience of location is essential but has different meanings depending upon the mother's circumstances. 
In the same apartment house or next door would seem convenient for all mothers who have to take their 
children out of the home. A mother who has her own car has more freedom than one who has no 
transportation or who must consider where the sitter lives relative to bus routes on the mother's way to work. 
A mother who relies on public transportation and is carrying an infant, diaper bag, and purse plus leading a 
toddler must look very close to home for a sitter. Other mothers, who are constrained by having both school 
age and preschool children, need a place close enough to school for their children to walk to and from 
kindergarten. An arrangement that is manageable in the summer may see1n impossible in the cold and wet of 
winter. Conversely, a school year arrangement may not be feasible in the su1nmer when older children are 
hon1e. So1ne mothers solve this problem by routinely making a surnn1er arrangen1ent for a high school girl to 
come into the home. 
Finding a sitter who is available at the hours needed is not a problem for the mother who works straight 8 
to 5 hours, but mothers who put in much overtime, work split or rotating shifts, such as beginning telephone 
company operators, waitresses, or hospital employees, find their choice of sitters narrowed by the demands of 
their jobs. They do find good sitters who will accommodate to the unusual hours, but there are many others 
who won't or can't because of their obligations to their own families. 
Mothers who were heads of one parent families and earned low wages had some choice of sitters who were 
willing to lower their usual rates because of the mother's need. But even if they could afford to pay more, 
most mothers paid a "going rate." 
Once a mother has determined that a sitter n1eets the requirements of pay, hours, and distance, how does 
she decide whether she wants this woman to take care of her child? Many rely on the reassurance of choosing a 
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friend or a sitter rcconunended by a trusted acquaintance. A large nu1nbcr, however, choose strangers for a 
variety of reasons. Some mothers just don't know anyone to ask. Others would not feel comfortable telling a 
friend how they want their child cared for and prefer the control over the arrangement that doing business 
with a stranger gives them. Some have specific requirements in mind, not available among known friends. One 
chose a sitter who would let the children ''mess" because she thought it good for them but could not bear it in 
her own immaculate home. A few mothers of one-parent families want sitters who have husbands so that their 
children will have some experience of a two-parent family. 
Most mothers picked caregivers partly on the basis of numbers, ages, and sex of other children in the sitter's 
home. Some wanted only one child, same age and sex as their own. Others, especially when the child was 
beyond the toddler age or when the arrangement was for two or more children preferred more than one other 
child at the sitter's. None mentioned actively seeking sitters who cared for very large numbers of children, i.e., 
six or more. Some mothers of small infants wanted a sitter who had no other children at home during the day 
to distract her from care of the baby. One mother's doctor recommended that she find a day care home with 
no other children because of her son's sensitivity to communicable diseases. 
Other requirements were mentioned less often than numbers of children. Some mothers wanted sitters who 
had fenced in yards; others mentioned toys and play space. Some stipulated that they expected a sitter to stay 
home when the child was there, while others were delighted with sitters who led active lives and took the 
children along to store, library, park, or meetings. But in selection of a sitter these mothers exercised a great 
deal of control in the kind of environment they wanted for their children, evidencing understanding of the 
needs of the child and of themselves. 
Most of the above conditions of an arrangement can be checked by phone before ever meeting the 
caregiver. Others, such as kind of neighborhood or general appearance of sitter's home, can be observed 
without entering the house. But most mothers do meet their sitters at least once before beginning an 
arrangement. Perhaps the most frequent reason mothers gave for selecting the sitter they did choose was child 
oriented and depended upon actually meeting the sitter. "She likes children." "He took to her right away.""! 
liked the way she was with her own children." "She seemed to be interested in him (the child)." A sitter who 
shows concern by asking about a child's routines, favorite foods, if he has a Linus blanket, etc., goes a long 
way to reassure a 11).0ther about leaving her child there. 
Dependability of sitters was not often mentioned as a requirement for making an arrangement. By and 
large, sitters are there when needed and mothers assume this will be so. One aspect of dependability that many 
mothers take almost for granted is that sitters will care for sick children. Mothers can and do stay home with a 
seriously ill child but cannot adequately meet their work responsibilities if they must be absent eveiy time a 
child has a cold, a stomach upset, or is recuperating from a communicable disease. Both mothers and caregivers 
assume that sitters will provide the special care needed at such times, giving medicine, keeping the child quiet, 
or whatever is required. 
A frequent concern of mothers at the beginning of an arrangement was that sitters exercise fair but 
effective discipline. The expressed concern was not that the sitter might be cruel to the child but that she 
might let him "run wild." Mothers not only reported talking about discipline at their initial meeting with the 
sitter, but at the second interview when the arrangement was about a month old it was frequently mentioned 
as a further topic of discussion. Apparently it was a sensitive area for both mothers and sitters, and a great deal 
of communication took place concerning it. Sitters often told mothers when they had punished the child, both 
the nature of the misdeed and corrective measures applied at the time. In the case of continuing n1isbehavior 
such as biting or hitting, the sitter often asked the mother's preference in how to handle it or suggested a 
method she had found effective with her own children; then they would agree on a single consistent way for 
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both to deal with it. It is interesting that although discipline was both an initial concern and a matter to be 
checked on during the first month or two of an arrange1nent, it was infrequently 1nentioned at termination 
and was never given as the reason an arrangement ended. 
Once the child is at the sitter's, the mother wants to be free while at work to give her full attention to her 
job without nagging guilt or worries that her child might be wet, unhappy, or even neglected. Mothers are alert 
to signs that their infant is not getting the proper physical care. Does he seem hungry when he should have 
been fed? How many diapers were used? How does he react to being left with the sitter each day? Older 
children are often questioned about what happened at the sitter's as well as their feelings about being there. 
But the most important reassurance a mother gets is through open communication about her child with her 
caregiver. She wants continuing evidence that her sitter likes her child and is interested in his welfare. 
Conversations were usually reported as brief if there were no problems to be discussed; but even a few words 
about the child's day, how long he napped, what he ate, successes or failures with toilet training help the 
mother to feel that the sitter is paying attention to the needs of the child. Often mothers and sitters take a few 
minutes to exchange information about the child's new accomplishments, difficulties they were both 
concerned about, e.g., learning to play with other children, and take pleasure from the results of their mutual 
efforts in his behalf. The absence of communication can be a source of great distress to the mother. One of the 
most wistfully plaintive remarks heard on any tape was that of a mother who said at the end of her 
arrangement, "She didn't tell me what went on with the children." 
Occasionally a mother mentioned that her sitter left her child with a substitute caregiver, neighbor, 
husband, or sitter's teenage child, without letting the mother know. When a mother reported this to an 
interviewer, she often seemed reluctant to discuss it with the sitter. It had usually happened only once and the 
mother did not want to jeopardize an otherwise excellent arrangement by complaining about something that 
might not happen again. At the same time, she was concerned and would have welcomed the sitter's mention 
of the substitute as an opportunity to express her unease about it. For some mothers this is a gray area where 
she is not certain that she has the right to insist that the sitter be present all the time. Of course other mothers 
did take the initiative and tell their sitters, who as often as not had not even thought to mention that they had 
to go out awhile, and that the mother wanted to be told in advance when the sitter had to leave and who 
would be in charge of the child. 
When real or suspected problems exist, feeling free to ask about them can be important to the success of an 
arrangement. Mothers in general seem to feel n1ore free than sitters to react to certain things. If a sitter 
reported that she had let the child go to the corner store, the mother could say that she would rather not have 
the child do that. If the child tells his mother that something has happened at the sitter's, the mother usually 
asks the sitter and very often finds that the child has reported only part of the story or has misconstrued what 
went on. Mothers can and do lay down the rules for feeding, request more frequent changing, and establish 
bounds for a child's freedom, but, within the limits set, leave the sitter free to handle the child as she thinks 
best. 
The important thing to mothers is that they feel they know what is going on and that they do exercise 
some control over the day care situation .. If the child is in a situation she likes, is being handled the way she 
wants, and is happy there, a mother can go to work not only with an easy conscience but peace of mind about 
her arrange1nent. 
What do Caregivers Want? 
Why do sitters sit? Most of the sitters in our study are women who were content to stay borne, who (over 
eighty percent) feel a woman should not work unless she really has to, but who like the extra money they can 
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make while being at home themselves. As might be expected, they said they did it because they like children. 
Some have older children with perhaps one or two still at home. Their primary responsibilities are seen to be 
to theit 'own families. Some, for this reason, discontinue sitting each summer so that they can be free to do 
things with their own children. 
For the average sitter, in this sample, the first requirement for a babysitting arrangement is that it not be 
disruptive of family life. The hours and number and ages of children are more important than money in 
determining whether she will make a particular arrangement. Some want only infants; others refuse infants and 
will take only children the age of their own. Most take only one or two families and have about three 
preschool children in their homes. 
It is therefore important that the day care child fits in with other children. This does not preclude a child 
with problems, but the kind of problems and how amenable they are to the sitter's intervention is crucial. A 
child who has a negative influence on the behavior of the other children in the home may be tolerated if his 
behavior can be modified, but not if behavior of other children deteriorates due to his presence. 
Related to effects on family life is the mother's pick up and delivery of the child at agreed upon times and 
her notification of the sitter when her plans change. A sitter may feel unable to plan her day if she is 
waiting-not knowing if or when a child will come. Children who come at noon or during nap time were 
spoken of as disruptive-disturbing the routine, making it difficult to handle children who had been at the 
sitter's since early morning. A child left late is an inconvenience particularly if, as in many cases, the sitter's 
husband doesn't mind if she sits as long as it is only while he is gone from the home. Many sitters plan to 
spend their time with the children in the late afternoon but to have day care children gone by the time they 
are busy in the kitchen preparing their own family's dinner. A mother coming to pick up a child at this time 
may be an annoyance to the husband and a reason for dinner being burned or late. Incidentally, how often the 
mother stops to talk, and how long she spends at the sitter's were thought initially to be good indicants of the 
relationship between mother and sitter. At tl1is point, there seems to be reason to doubt that the mother 
spending a great deal of time talking to the sitter is good for an arrangement. 
Sitters want to know details relevant to their care of the child and do not resent the time necessary to talk 
about these. They want mothers to let them know in the morning when anything unusual has happened: not 
enough sleep, breakfast eaten, medicine to be given, temporary restrictions on a child's activity, etc.; and in 
the evening they want to be able lo tell the mother tl1e child had a good day, how he got that bruise or scratch 
and how the sitter handled it. They particularly want the mother to communicate changes in her plans to leave 
or pick up the child. 
Some sitters do enjoy chatting with the mother, perhaps a half hour or more, but most see a lengthy visit as 
an intrusion. If the mother stops in the morning when other children are arriving, she takes the sitter's 
attention when the sitter feels it should be available for the children, greeting them, helping them get started 
on the day's activities. 
The evening is the time of greatest strain. Children are tired and hungry, the other mother is arriving for her 
child and a mother who settles down for a social chat at this time disrupts the routine. But primarily sitters 
complain about the effect of mother's presence on the behavior of the child at this hour. Her appearance is a 
sign that it is time to go; he wants her attention; he is hard for the sitter to handle when mother is there. Many 
sitters agonize, "Should I or shouldn't I take the initiative in handling him while mother is present?" 
Sitters do not feel kindly either toward mothers who call during the day to check up on the sitter or just to 
talk. This takes them from the children who need to know the sitter is in control, and checking up implies the 
mother does not have confidence in her sitter. 
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There are many subtle variations in role definition and a few arrangements end because mothers and sitters 
see the role differently: the amount of affection a sitter should give the child, the division of her attention 
between her own and the day care child, the amount of time she should spend playing with him, whether she 
stays home all the time, takes the child out with her or leaves him with a substitute sitter. These are a few of 
the differences in role ascription that can cause trouble betwee.n mother and sitter if expectations differ and 
neither is willing to give in on some particular issue. 
Basically, sitters feel that their job involves taking adequate physical care of children left in their care; 
keeping them fed, napped, changed, safe, and happy. It is equally important that the day care child become 
adjusted, and be reasonably content to be at this sitter's, both for practical reasons involving the sitter's duties 
to family and other day care children and because his rejection of the sitter or his inability to get along with 
the group is a reflection on her adequacy as a day caregiver. Besides, the sitter gets satisfaction from doing her 
job well. 
A new day care child presents a challenge to the sitter. She must overcome his feelings of strangeness, learn 
his needs, teach him the rules of the house, and, hopefully, arrive at a state of mutual affection and 
understanding. For a normal child at least a week, maybe more, is needed before all begin to feel comfortable 
with the altered situation. Perhaps one sitter's comment throws light on this subject. "Breaking in a new child 
is just too hard. These children are used to each other now; we all get along well; no I don't think I'll get a new 
one to replace the one who left." What if the "breaking in" process does not go according to expectations? It 
represents a failure to the sitter. Only a few of the most experienced babysitters seemed aware that sitter-child 
"misfits" were to be expected and such an arrangement should be terminated quickly. Occasionally a sitter 
would explain to the mother why the child did not fit into the group and in addition find her another sitter 
where the child would not, for example, be too young for the other children or the only girl in a group of 
boys. 
The above discussion refers to normal children. If a sitter knows from the mother or concludes from her 
observation that this is a child who has special problems, she may take on the task of his care with the hope 
and expectation that she can help him. Needless to say, the shy, withdrawn, neglected or slow child is far more 
likely to be accepted by a sitter than is the acting out, destructive child. His behavior conflicts with her first 
need, that a day care child not be a disruptive influence on the other day care children or on family life. 
Realistically, a sitter who is responsible for two or three small children and her household chores during the 
day cannot give one child her undivided attention. If she does, chaos results. One sitter kept two such children 
from the same family and was pleased with the changes in their behavior while she had them. She was young, 
optimistic, and had no children of her own. Eventually she gave up the children, ostensibly because she was 
pregnant and had a heart murmur so had to conserve her strength; but the last interview revealed a great deal 
of discouragement because the children's behavior was returning to its former level, due, she felt, to a 
worsening of their home situation. 
This brings into focus the mother's role in the sitter's feeling of accomplishment. The ideal situation for the 
sitter is one where the mother takes good care of the child at home and actively cooperates with the sitter in 
working out agreements about how to handle him. Perhaps one of the most bitter, though not frequent, 
complaints of sitters is that their work is wasted if the mother does not follow through. It is discouraging in 
any job for one's work to be ruined by someone else's indifference, and sitters see the job of babysitting as a 
team effort that requires mother and sitter working together to produce a healthy, happy child. One person 
cannot accomplish much if the other does not do her share. This becon1es most obvious in the care of babies 
and toddlers. Sitters sometimes complain that they work hard to clear up diaper rash, only to have the child 
returned to the1n each Monday morning with the diaper rash back. Toilet training causes the same kind of 
frustration. "It doesn't do uny good for me to work with him to keep him dry, if she doesn't do anything at 
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ho1ne. Each week I have to start all over." A sitter for a retarded child was even more discouraged. "I got him 
to the point he was dry almost all the lime. I didn't have him trained; he had me trained-but he was dry. I had 
hi1n eating with a spoon instead of his fingers. But she didn't try at all, and he just went backward every time 
he was ho1nc. n 
The average sitter takes pridt• in the job she is doing. She \VlH1ld like nul only 1.·oopt•ralllll\ l'nun 1h~ 11HHh~1 
but some indication that she is doing her work well. Adequate development in a happy child is frequently all a 
sitter needs to make her feel her efforts are worthwhile. Perhaps sitters of school age children find fewer 
intrinsic rewards in the child's development, but for sitters for the younger age group we studied, this is a very 
important source of satisfaction, from teaching the youngest to accept solid foods to getting the oldest to 
learn to iie his shoes before starting kindergarten. They do not, by and large, see this as a teaching role, but 
part of a sitter's job and much more of it may go on than was ever mentioned to interviewers. 
A third need of sitters is modest but fair pay for the jobs they do. An item they were given, "I think sitters 
are usually not paid enough," has as many sitters disagreeing as agreeing with it. For a single child whose 
mother works five days a week, the average pay to the sitter in the Portland, Oregon, area is $3.00 a day or 
$15 .00 a week. When the sitter has the child ten hours a day, this figure results in a gross hourly wage of thirty 
cents an hour. For two-child families the average rate is $4.50 to $5 .00 a day, making it harder for mothers of 
multiple child families to find sitters and cutting down the pay of sitters who will sit for these mothers. 
Out of this the sitter usually has the cost of one meal, occasionally two, and snacks for the child. There are 
the indirect, almost never mentioned, costs of utilities and wear, tear and breakage of home furnishings. 
Infrequently a sitter provides breakfast as well as lunch, often not as part of the original agreement. She may 
keep the child when the mother has to work overtime, not always for an extra charge; a few do the laundry for 
babies because "it is more convenient." 
Why then is there such a split of opinion among sitters as to whether they are paid enough? Some sitters 
answer on the basis of the work they do; others on the ability of mothers to pay. Some regard their sitting 
'income almost as .. round" money, since they are home anyway; others look on sitting as a business which 
provides a definite supplement to the family income. The "average" sitter is not distinguished by any one or 
any particular combination of these attitudes. She may wish she made more money, feel that her services are 
under-valued; but her suggestions more often veer toward thoughts of government subsidies than to requesting 
more pay from the mother. Many a sitter during the interview stopped when she came to the item about being 
paid enough and explained to the interviewer that she knows from her own experience when she was a 
working mother how little a mother has in take-home pay after taxes, social security, transportation, clothing 
expenses and baPySitting fees. Sitters are particularity solicitous of mothers who are "going it alone" and some 
will reduce fees based on ability to pay. 
Perhaps one reason sitters are not up in arms about their rate of pay is that .they are private entrepreneurs in 
a competitive market. There are many children who need babysitters, but they are available only if the sitter 
does not price herself out of the market. A sitter can be particular about which children to take, but not about 
the price set upon her services. 
There is a "going rate" for sitters and even the mother who could afford to pay a great deal n1ore does not 
do so. If, as is possible, this rate came into existence based on what the "average" working mother is willing or 
able to pay, it remains there even if the mother gets a raise or has a better paying job. Sitters must be at least 
partially aware of the numbers of other women who want to or must stay at home and to whom an extra 
$65.00 a month that they can earn without even stepping outside their front doors looms as a powerful 
inducement. It can provide extras for themselves or their families, a sense of individual work that comes in our 
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society only when one's servics are deemed worthy of pay, and (if the right age) the day care child can be a 
companion for the sitter's preschool child, 
Whether or not the sitter feels the rate of pay for sitters is adcqu11tc, there arc :ispcl'.ts of day c.:1rc that 
arouse rcsent1ncnt out of all proportion lo th1..•ir rah.' of Ol'1..'t1rn.•n1..'t.'. Sittt:'rs spnkt• \Vith fC'l'ling of tht:'st.' n1;11fl.'rs 
\Vhether they occurred yesterday or in an arrangcn1cnt ten yc;,us ht.•forl'. Fe\\' things ahou1 11 1.·hild 1.·:11t' 
arrangement anger a sitter as much as feeling that the n1other is taking advantage of her. She resents a 111othcr 
who brings a child still in his wet night diaper and leaves the sitter to clean him up for U1e day (aside from 
loudly expressed righteous indignation about the effect this has on the child on a cold winter morning); she 
resents a mother's habitually dropping the child off with a request that he be fed breakfast since the mother is 
late; she resents mothers who do not bring their children with never a word to the sitter; mothers who don't 
pay when they said they would, or even worse, mothers who disappear without paying at all. They resent 
mothers who don't pick up on time, especially without any notification. A sitter most resents being forced 
into a situation to which she might have agreed if asked, without any say about it. She may fume, but she 
won't leave a child wet or hungry once he is there; she11 find something to feed him or put on him if mother 
didn't bring bottles or diapers; she can't put him out of the house if the mother doesn't come; she'll take care 
of him, give him supper, or postpone her family's dinner until the mother arrives. But most assuredly, she will 
resent being exploited. 
A sitter's resentment of a mother who does not cooperate or who won't listen to what the sitter wants to 
tell her about her child is another instance of her feeling exploited. "Why should I bother when she doesn't 
care? After all it's her child." Even the few sitters who take a child "because I worry about what would 
happen to him if I didn't have him," get to a point where their resentment of the mother's neglect, whether 
n1aterial or emotional, overrides their satisfaction in helping the child. One did end such an arrangement with 
the expressed hope that the mother would take better care of her child, that the sitter's willingness to make up 
for the mother's inadequacies only served to make it easier for the mother to ignore the needs of her child. 
Even though the child's welfare is mentioned as being most important, there is a bit of the resentment felt by 
people who are conscientious in meeting their responsibilities toward those who don't-and get away with it. 
Perhaps because the sitters were talking about their jobs and because they were the ones with the children 
all day, as a group they were more vocal and more explicit than were mothers about what an arrangement 
should and should not be like and especially what mothers should do to make the job easier. 
In our study, most sitters were happy with the mother's concern for and care of her child. They 
overwhelmingly agreed with the item, "She is a good mother." In these cases the sitters found it easy to talk to 
the mother because the problems centered on the child and their mutual concern for him. Sitters were less 
likely to feel free to tell the mother when they were upset about her behavior. One just does not cast 
aspersions on another's quality of mothering. For the sitters, the interview provided an opportunity to 
ventilate some pent up feelings about working mothers, of whose working they don't approve anyway, and to 
stress their own child-centered concerns. 
Summary 
There is an overall congruence yet a potential discrepancy between what mothers and sitters want in an 
arrangement. Each wants the other to be concerned about the child, to treat him fairly and with affection. 
Each wants to be able to talk about the child and to have easy communication about his needs and progress, 
but even more important, each wants the other to communicate about the child, and to have the other be 
pleased and express her appreciation of the way the child is cared for. Both want to be informed, in advance if 
reasonable, about changes in plans, to be treated fairly and with consideration. Mothers want to feel some 
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degree of control over their child's day care situation, and sitters want n1othcrs to live up to the contract aOd 
not take their sitters for granted. ln most of our arrangen1ents, these conditions were met to a sufficient degree 
that everyone was happy, and most arrangements ended for reasons other than dissatisfaction. 
While these initial impressions gained from listening to taped interviews are but an initial and subjective 
form of data, all of the mother and sitter interviews, taped or not, were coded and subjected to multivariate 
analyses for a formal and objective report of findings. The reader should be reminded that the above 
impressions were recorded prior to the analyses of the data whicli will be presented next and which will 
supplement the careful but subjective description of what mothers and caregivers want in an arrangement with 
measurement of the changes that came about in how they evaluated their experience. 
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C1IAPTFR VIII 
THEMK>UNTOFCHANGE IN SIRF.NGIH OF ATI11lJDES 10WARDS THEARRANGEMENI' 
Measurement of Attitude Changes 
Arrangement processes were also studied by means of attitude scales which had been pretested and 
developed on a previous independent sample so as to provide repeat measures of attitudes at T1 , T2 and T, 
interviews. The measurement of attitudes such as work role satisfaction was accomplished by means of scales 
that were constructed from a pool of items such as "On the whole, I think I can be a better mother if I work" 
to which respondents expressed their agreement or disagreement on a seven-point scale as follows: 
-3 -2 -I 0 +l +2 +3 
strongly slightly neither slightly strongly 
disagree disagree disagree disagree agree agree agree 
nor 
agree 
The items were presented one by one to the respondent on cards in the interview situation. The card was read 
to the respondent and ·then handed to her to place in the category of agreement or disagreement she chose. 
The process of scale construction has been described in detail in Child Clire by Kith, since the scales were 
developed on a previous and independent sample. Each scale consists of a cluster of items, the responses to 
which were highly correlated with each other and not correlated highly with other clusters. Based on a series 
of overlapping factor analyses and confirmed by a comprehensive factor analysis of the 150 items finally 
included, these scales represent relatively distinct attitudes or kinds of evaluative judgments made by mothers 
and sitters about their arrangements and their general life circumstances. The scales were further shortened and 
improved by the use of Cronbach's alpha coefficient which provides a measure of the internal consistency of 
the scale.' 
In the present study the original scales were used as repeat measures at T 1 , T 2 and T 3 , presented of 
course as a pool of items within the interview; ISO items were presented to the mothers and the 150 items to 
the sitters as shown in Appendix Bin order of presentation. The complete item content of each scale is shown 
in Appendix A. Tables 8.1 and 8.2 show for each mother scale and sitter scale the original alpha coefficient 
from the independent sample of scale construction, the alpha for each administration of the scale in the 
current panel study, and the alpha of the change score T 3 -T1 • 
1Alpha is equivalent to the average split hall' correlation one would obtain from all possible ways of i.µlitting a set of si.:ale 
items into halves. Lee J. C'ronbach, "Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests." Psycho1netrika, 16 (1951). 
297-334. 
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Table 8.1 Cronbach 's Coefficient Alpha for 
M0Chl•1· S1.·ah.•s T1 • TJ and T,,-1·1 
Pretest T, T1 T, T,-T 1 
Sat S concern .91 .87 .90 .93 .87 
Prefer work to home .91 .89 .91 .91 .65 
Economic need .96 .93 .96 .96 .84 
M asserts ... .70 .59 .59 .51 .15 
Confidence in sitters 
.71 .61 .78 .71 .27 
Job sat. and advantage .72 .66 .73 .68 .43 
S possessiveness .74 .49 .66 .66 .58 
Playmates reason for TA. .65 .48 .51 .52 .IO 
Flexible sitter .67 .38 .63 .61 .16 
Disadv. sitter market .72 .55 .59 .60 .33 
Reluctance to interfere .58 .23 .51 .57 -.18 
Guilt child's adjustment .72 .62 .70 .69 .37 
People disapp m working .50 .50 .62 .56 .21 
Expect child to get along .58 .51 .53 
.27 .10 
Prefer uninvolved rel. .63 .51 .64 .76 .47 
Revised family closeness .89 .81 .84 .85 .60 
The main burden of the investigation in this chapter is based on the change that took place from T 1 to 
T 3 for the I 16 cases on which complete data were available on both mothers and sitters both at the beginning 
of the arrangement and just after termination of the arrangement. This chapter examines the elements of 
change, that is, the variables we measured and the amount of gain or loss that took place. Later, in Chapters IX 
and X, we shall examine the structure of the changes by means of correlations among the variables, including 
cross-lagged panel correlations, selected path analyses, and factor analyses of the intercorrelations. 
The measurement of the amount of change in the strength of attitudes) such as the increase or decrease in 
specific dissatisfactions, was attacked in the following way: 
1) A general impression of the levels of satisfaction or, more generally, of the degree of agreement with 
an attitude, was gained by examining the percentage of agreement with selected items from each scale at T 1 
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Table 8.2 Cronbach 's Coefficient Alpha for 
SitterScalesT1 , T3 and T3 -T1 
Pretest T, T2 T, T,·T1 
Sat M concern .94 .90 .94 .9S .91 
Economic need .83 .79 .8S .84 .57 
Expressive need .83 .74 .79 .7S .so 
Approve of M's discipline .84 .66 .79 .78 .63 
Only certain children .77 .67 .81 .77 .43 
Hours, demands .90 .78 .89 .90 .83 
Disapprove of m working .S7 .37 .4S .so .31 
Role power .76 .S2 .69 .68 .34 
Drain .76 .73 .79 .86 .79 
Disadvantage sitter market .64 .S8 .62 .68 .47 
Role strain .82 .74 .78 .79 .58 
Restricts hours .67 .46 .64 .S8 .16 
Sat. child's adjustment .74 .77 .79 .81 .71 
Revised family closeness .89 .88 .92 .88 .68 
and at T3 • It is not especially useful to try to compare the mean of one scale with the mean of another scale 
containing different items, because the scales vary in length from two to twenty-two items, and because the 
level of difficulty of the items themselves varies so that the scales can have no true zero point permitting 
comparison. However, an intuitive grasp of the degree to which people are satisfied with their arrangements 
may be gained quickly by noting the percentage of respondents who agreed with an item (that is, agreed with 
positively phrased items and disagreed with negatively phrased items). Therefore an overview of the content of 
the scales and of the changing levels of satisfaction reported by respondents at T 1 and at T 3 will be presented 
by showing leading representative items from each scale. 
2) The shapes of the distributions of T1 and T3 scores were graphed and T3 scores were plotted against 
T 1 scores so that each pattern of changes in scores could be inspected. These two graphs help io keep in 
perspective both the direction and amount of overall change for the sample as a whole and the variability of 
change within the group. In general, it will be seen that although statistically significant shifts take place for 
the group data they are not radical changes. In no instance does a mean level of satisfaction shift to 
dissatisfaction or anything remotely approaching it. Nevertheless, within a modest overall loss or slippage in 
satisfaction levels for the sample, there were individuals whose satisfaction went up or down over a wide range. 
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l'hus, though such changes frequently cancelled each other out resulting in little net change for the group as a 
whole, the correlates or individual changes could be important and these will be reported later in Chapter IX. 
3) We examined the means and standard deviations of the change score T3 -T 1 for each scale and asked 
the question, "Is this change significantly different from zero?" T tests for correlated groups are reported for 
the departure from zero of the mean of the individual change scores. 
No adjustments were made that would deemphasize the significance of the amount of dissatisfaction 
reported which we were not anxious to do since there was little enough dissatisfaction expressed, and it 
seemed undesirable to reduce its weight by means of any adjustment affecting extreme scores. Consequently, 
in reporting changes in the strength of satisfaction we show the raw score changes and unadjusted T test 
results. In our subsequent correlational analyses we also preferred to use unadjusted change scores for the 
emphasis they would give to the dissatisfaction found in the somewhat skewed tails of the distributions. 
4) However, we did ask, "Is the amount of change (T 3 -T il correlated with the initial level of a given 
attitude, and if so to what extent is tl1is due to the unreliability or the measures?" It is clear from the 
scatterplots of T3 by T1 scores that the correlations are less than perfect, reflecting a combination of true 
change and errors of measurement. One would estimate the true correlation to be higher and the true change 
to be less, were a correction made for the attenuating effects of unreliability. Likewise, significant negative 
correlations would be found between the gain scores and T 1 level, but these correlations would be reduced by 
correcting for errors of measurement. 
This correction was done by using a weighted average of the alpha coefficients of the scales at T1 and 
T 3. *(The alphas generally increased becoming more internally consistent.) The results of correcting for 
unreliability are shown in Tables 5.18 and 5.19, and they suggest that when measurement errors are removed, 
very little correlation remains between the gain scores and initial levels at T 1 . 
5) In addition, information about when the changes took place, between T 1 and T2 or between T2 and 
T3 , were available on the 89 arrangements on which a concurrent T2 interview took place. There were 27 cases 
that tern1inated before a T2 interview could be conducted concurrently with the ongoing arrangements on one 
or both of the parties to the arrangement, resulting in a combined T2 and T3 interview conducted after 
termination of the arrangement. Although the 89-case subsample is biased toward longer more stable 
arrangements, the data do permit comparisons of whether the changes in the n1eans and standard deviations 
take place primarily early in the arrange~ent or at the end. ln several instances satisfaction goes up at T 2 and 
down at T3 , but a variety of change patterns are evident. The main burden of the analysis, however, will be 
based on the 116 cases and the changes that took place from T 1 to T 3 . 
All or the data discussed above are presented in four summary tables: 8.3, 8.4, 8.5, and 8.6, and the cor-
relational data will be presented in Chapter IX. Changes in the strength of attitudes will now be discussed scale 
by scale, showing percentages, means and standard deviations, and the distributions for changes on each scale. 
fi[Sf-rxxSi 
*Using the formuJa: ar.ig = ·----- --·----.. - Quinn McNemar, Psychological Statistics, 3rd Edition, 1962, ~st+ r~xsf- 2r if rxxsisf 
p, 160. For further discussion of the problems of measuring change sec Problems in Measuring Change, Chester W. Harris, 
editor, 1963. 
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Table 8.3 Changes in Strength of Attitudes (T 3 -T 1 ):· Mother Scale t Tests 
r 
change 
score by 
t for T1 level T, T, T:rT 1 raw change r 
x sd x sd x sd scorea original adjusted T1 by T3 
1. Sat. S's concern 34.47 14.86 27.20 22.13 -7.27 17.72 4.42*** -.09 -.01 .60 
3. Pref. work role .19 13.05 .42 13.21 .23 7.67 .33 -.27 -.II .83 
4. Economic need 2.23 10.73 -.22 I !.II -2.46 7.80 -3.39*** -.32 -.25 .75 
5. M's assertion ... 10.67 4.64 9.97 4.02 -.70 3.36 -2.24* -.54 .10 .71 
6. Confidence in s's 3-45 5.69 4.23 5.96 .78 4.34 1.94 -.32 .13 .72 
7.Jobsat. l l.28 6.54 11.16 5.75 -.12 5.24 -.25 -.54 -.15 .64 
8. Dissat. s's possess. -6.81 1.81 -6.25 2.17 .56 2.35 2.57* -.48 -.18 .31 
9. Playmates 5.38 3.55 4.83 3.79 -.55 2.96 -2.00* -.33 .27 .68 
IO. Need flexible s. -3.03 5.79 -2.09 6.62 .94 5.35 1.89 -.30 .25 .64 
11. Market dissadv. -2.63 5.46 -3.71 5.39 -1.08 4.89 -2.38* -.46 .01 .59 
12. Reluctance interfere L23 2.67 1-33 2.78 .09 2.31 .42 -.38 .30 .64 
13. Child's adjust. -4.93 5.32 -4.52 5.69 .41 4.54 .97 -.34 .06 .66 
14. People disapprove -3.91 3.27 -3.66 3.30 .25 3.09 .87 -.46 .05 .56 
I 5. Child get along 1.76 2.64 1.76 2.32 .00 2.37 .00 -.57 .13 .55 
16. Prefer uninvolved 3.38 2.87 2.95 3.40 -.43 2.90 -1.60 -.31 .04 .58 
No.2 
17. Family close.(rev) -9.38 8.23 -8.75 8.91 .63 6.65 1.02 -.24 -.10 .70 
a- T:;-T1 
*p< .05 **p< .01 *** p< .001 ~SST3-T1 
N(N-1) 
Table 8.4 Changes in Strength of Attitudes (T3 -T1 ): Sitter Scalet Tests 
r 
change 
score by 
t for T 1 level 
T, T, T3-T1 raw change 
x · sd ·x sd x sd score a original adjusted~ T1 by T, 
1. Sat. M's concern 27.87 10.03 19.90 16.70 -8.03 14.05 -6.16*** -.07 -.02 .54 
3. Economic need -3.30 5.42 -3.71 5.33 -.41 3.73 -1.18 ·.37 -.11 .76 
4. Expressive needs 8.34 7.61 7.16 7.82 -1.81 5.66 -2.25* -.34 .01 .73 
5. Sat. M's discipline 4.50 5.08 2.33 6.33 -2.17 5.52 -4.23*** -.29 -.04 .55 
6. Only certain child. 4.74 5.10 5.09 5.43 .35 4.08 .02 -.32 .03 .70 
7. Dissat. M's hours ·16.47 7.40 -10.49 11.80 5.92 10.61 6.01 *** -.20 -.10 .44 
8. Disapp. m's work. 2.47 3.82 2.27 4.15 -.21 4.02 -.56 -.44 .10 .49 
9. Role power 9.88 5.52 9.17 6.25 -.71 4.82 -1.59 -.27 .18 .67 
I 0. Emotional drain -18.69 7.23 -12.58 11.47 6.11 9.59 6.86*** -.09 .05 .55 
11. Market dissadv. -3.84 3.71 -4.38 3.35 -.54 3.39 -1.72 -.56 -.18 .54 
12. Role strain ·3.90 8.07 -1.35 8.60 2.54 6.60 4.14*** -.33 -.04 .69 
13. Restricts hours 3.90 3.92 4.78 3.92 .88 3.41 2.78** -.44 .12 .62 
14. Sat. child's adjust. 9.11 4.37 7.83 5.13 -1.28 4.60 -3.00** -.35 -.14 .54 
No. 2 
17. Family close.(rev) -9.46 10.07 -8.41 9.84 1.03 7.29 1.52 ·.40 ·.24 .73 
a r,.r, 
•p< .05 **p< .01 •••p< .001 
~ (N ) 
Table 8.5 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of 
"' 
T 1 , T 2 and T 3 Panel Data for N=89 Concurrent T 2 cases (Mothers) 
Correlations 
T, T2 T3 
x sd x sd x sd T1xT2r T2 xT 3 r T1xT3r 
--
1. Sat. S's concern 36.57 13.23 36.89 13.84 30.13 20.56 .72 .65 .47 
3. Pref. work role .07 13.51 1.81 12.81 .12 13.77 .92 .85 .86 
4. Economic need 2.67 11.00 1.94 11.59 -.94 11.40 .94 .75 .74 
5. M's assertion ... 10.63 4.47 9.92 4.10 9.96 3.83 .76 .68 .68 
6. Confidence in s's 4.45 5.49 5.87 6.18 5.17 5.62 .78 .75 .68 
7. Job sat. 11.55 6.19 11.79 6.33 11.09 5.90 .72 .77 .61 
8. Dissat. s's possess. -6.99 1.72 -6.49 1.89 -6.27 2.27 .41 .45 .26 
9. Playmates 5.54 3.29 5.74 3.08 5.10 3.69 .72 .70 .65 
10. Need flexible s. -3.07 5.63 -2.44 6.33 -2.16 6.65 .67 .71 .59 
11. Market dissadv. -2.99 5.32 -3.94 4.91 -4.06 5.45 .74 .55 .61 
12. Reluctance interfere 1.34 2.71 1.73 2.42 1.49 2.69 .67 .64 .66 
13. Child's adjust. -5.35 5.06 -4.87 5.43 -4.98 5.52 .75 .75 .62 
14. People disapprove -4.21 3.21 -3.76 3.58 -3.67 3.52 .59 .65 .53 
15. Child can get along 1.97 2.45 2.20 2.28 1.87 2.30 .63 .50 .51 
16. Prefer uninvolved 2.99 2.93 2.73 3.13 2.74 3.36 .64 .59 .57 
No.2 
17. Family close.(rev) -9.22 8.10 -8.76 8.31 -8.10 8.83 .83 .73 .63 
Table 8.6 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of . 
T 1 , T 2 and T 3 Panel Data for N=89 Concurrent T 2 Cases (Sitters) 
Correlations 
T, T, T, 
x sd x sd x sd T1 xT2 r T2 xT3 r T 1 xT3 r 
-
I. Sat. M's concern 27.56 10.83 26.12 12.64 19.39 17.64 .74 .74 .55 
3. Economic need -3.49 5.27 -3.83 5.73 -3.76 5.25 .84 .75 .74 
4. Expressive needs 8.17 7.27 7.91 7.98 6.64 7.88 .85 .78 .74 
5. Sat. M's discipline 4.38 5.14 3.98 5.97 1.73 6.27 .69 .61 .50 
6. Only certain child. 4.60 5.16 4.48 5.81 5.06 5.66 .79 .76 .70 
7. Dissat. M's hours -16.62 7.80 -15.21 9.22 -I0.30 12.74 .51 .70 .41 
8. Disapp. m's working 2.49 3.69 2.66 3.80 2.46 4.38 .66 .75 .52 
9. Role power I0.02 5.54 I0.40 6.21 9.57 6.14 .72 .62 .67 
IO. Emotional drain -19.44 6.89 -17 .38 8.21 -12.88 11.58 .81 .54 .48 
11. Market dissadv. -3.94 3.95 -4.34 3.28 4.69 3.31 .73 .53 .54 
12. Role strain -3.99 8.11 4.21 8.38 -.78 9.02 .81 .76 .69 
13. Restricts hours 3.80 3.94 4.06 4.29 4.66 4.16 .74 .72 .70 
14. Sat. child's adjust. 9.58 4.09 9.19 4.36 8.34 4.84 .71 .56 .40 
No.2 
17. Family c]os". (rev) -9.62 10.40 -I0.07 I0.36 -7.89 I0.16 .85 .83 .74 
w 
Changes on Mother Scale I 
MOTHER'S SATISFACTION WITH THIS SITTER'S CONCERN FOR CHILD 
Representative Items* 
If I had it to do over, I'd choose this sitter 
again. 
I like the way my child and sitter get along. 
She takes a real interest in my child. 
She doesn't give the children enough to do. 
If I want a sitter, I have to take what I can get. 
* For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T3 
x 34.47 27.20 
sd 14.86 22.13 
T3-Tt 
-7.27 
17.72 
89%agree 
91%agree 
91% agree 
74% disagree 
72% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tTJ-TI = -4.42;p<.OOI 
75% agree 
84%agree 
79% agree 
70% disagree 
76% disagree 
28% 
67% 
-39% 
Mother's satisfaction with this sitter's concern for the child decreased significantly after the T 1 interview, 
but three-fourths of the mothers still reported satisfaction at the end of the arrangement. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 3 
MOTHER'S PREFERENCE FOR WORK ROLE OVER HOMEMAKER ROLE 
Representative Items* 
I am happier when I am working 
I would rather work than stay home. 
On the whole, I think I can be a better mother if 
I work. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x .19 .42 
sd 13.05 13.21 
T3 -T1 
.23 
7.67 
tT3-T1 = .33;n.s. 
61% agree 
44%agree 
44%agree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
T, 
63% agree 
46% agree 
46% agree 
Mother's preference for the work role.represents a stable attitude that did not change from T 1 to T3 . 
51% 
43% 
+8% 
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Changes on Mother Scale 4 
MOTHER'S ECONOMIC NEED TO WORK 
Representative Items* 
My family couldn't get by if I didn't work. 
For me, working is not an absolute necessity. 
I do have some choice about whether to work or not. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, T3 -T1 
x 2.23 -.22 -2.46 
sd 10.73 11.11 7.80 
44% disagree 
43%agree 
50%agree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
IT 3.T l ~ -3 .39; p<.00 I 
T, 
49% disagree 
53% agree 
59%agree 
33% 
51% 
-18% 
The mother's perceived economic need to work was reported significantly lower at the arrangement's 
end, for the sample as a whole. After showing a balanced bimodal distribution at T1 with both high and low 
need to work, the group shifted lower at T3 as many no longer felt the same need to work. However, there 
were working mothers at both extremes whose perceived economic need did not change. 
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Changes on Mother Scale S 
MOTHER'S ASSERTION THAT SITTERS SHOULD DO WHAT MOTHERS SAY 
Representative Items* 
I would not keep a sitter who did not follow all 
instructions I gave her. 
I prefer a sitter who is interested in helping 
me and my child. 
A mother should insist that a sitter carry out 
the mother's way of handling the child. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 10.67 9.97 
sd 4.64 4.02 
T3 -T1 
-.70 
3.36 
tTJ-T! = -2.24;p<.05 
T, 
75%agree 69%agree 
94%agree 87%agree 
50% agree 53% agree 
percent who went up 34% 
percent who went down 56% 
net -22% 
As time went on mothers were somewhat less inclined to assert that sitters should do what mothers say. 
Though the amount of change was small, it was significant (p<.05) because of the small standard deviation in 
the amount of change. The sample, however, shows a homogeneously high score on this scale. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 6 
MOTHER'S GENERAL CONFIDENCE IN SITTERS 
Representative Items* 
You can usually trust a sitter to do a good job. 
Babysitters always like my children. 
I think most sitters try to do what is best for 
the children they sit for. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T1 T, 
x 3.45 4.23 
sd 5.69 5.96 
T3 -T1 
.78 
4.34 
49%agree 
74%agree 
72%agree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tT3-T I = 1.94; n.s. 
T, 
59% agree 
80%agree 
79%agree 
48% 
40% 
+ 8% 
The mothers' general feeling of confidence in sitters improved slightly but not to a statistically significant 
degree (p<.10). 
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Changes on Mother Scale 7 
MOTHER'S JOB SATISFACTION AND JOB MARKET ADVANTAGE 
Representative Items* 
I like the kind of work I am doing. 
I wish my job were more interesting. 
Usually I don't have a hard time finding a job. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
Ti T• 
x I J.28 11.16 
sd 6.54 5.75 
T3 -T1 
-.12 
5.24 
88%agree 
59% disagree 
. 78% agree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tT3-T I = -.25; n.s. 
No change was found in this general attitude of the mother towards her job. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 8 
MOTHER'S COMPLAINTS ABOUT SITTER'S POSSESSNENESS 
Representative Items* 
Sometimes I'm afraid that she's coming between 
me and my child. 
My child sometimes seems confused about which 
of us is his mother. 
She gets too possessive with my child. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T3 
x -6.81 -6.25 
sd J.81 2.17 
T3-T1 
.56 
2.35 
T, 
91 % disagree 
94% disagree 
90% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tT3-T1=2.57;p<.05 
T3 
92% disagree 
91 % disagree 
92% disagree 
49% 
48% 
+ 1% 
The mother's· denial of complaints about sitter possessiveness remained very high, and only changes in 
extreme scores brought a shift in this attitude. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 9 
PLAYMATES FOR CHILD AS MOTHER'S REASON FOR HA YING THIS ARRANGEMENT 
Representative lten1s* 
It is good for my child to have a chance to play 
with'her children. 
I would only want to leave my child at a place 
where there is another child he enjoys. 
My child has the opportunity to learn to play 
with other children at the sitter's. 
By being with this sitter, my child learns some 
important things that he wouldn't at home. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 5.38 4.83 
sd 3.55 3.79 
T3 -T1 
-.55 
2.96 
r, I' 
.I 
90% agree 85% agree 
70% agree 77%agree 
91% agree 91% agree 
47%agree 48%agree 
percent who went up 35% 
percent who went down 51% 
net -16% 
IT rT 1 = -2.00; p<.05 
Although statistically significant because of a few mothers changing a lot, the loss on this scale was minor 
for the group as a whole. 
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Changes on Mother Scale I 0 
MOTHER'S NEED FOR A FLEXIBLE SITTER 
Representative Items* 
I can't always let the sitter know ahead of time 
when I have to change my plans. 
It's impossible to tell the sitter what my plans 
are because I don't know myself. 
Sometimes I have to have my child stay late at 
the sitter's. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x -3.03 -2.09 
sd 5.79 6.62 
50% disagree 
66% disagree 
31 % disagree 
T3 -T1 percent who went up 
percent who went down 
.94 net 
5.35 
IT rT I= l.89; n.s. 
35% disagree 
62% disagree 
30% disagree 
53% 
41% 
+12% 
That the work and circumstances of many working mothers require a flexible sitter finds support from 
this scale and does not change much as a general condition. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 11 
MOTHER'S DISADVANTAGE IN THE BABYSITTING MARKET 
Representative Items* 
There are many people in my neighborhood who 
would be willing to give child care. 
I have a list of alternatives if this 
arrangement fails. 
If I lost my sitter, I would have to stay home. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x -2.63 -3.7 l 
sd 5.46 5.39 
T3 -T 1 
-1.08 
4.89 
14% agree 
38% agree 
72% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tT rT l = -2.38; p<.05 
T, 
16% agree 
44%agree 
77% disagree 
32% 
60% 
-28% 
These results suggest that with time and experience in the family day care arrangement, mothers feel at 
somewhat less of a disadvantage in finding day care resources. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 12 
MOTHER'S RELUCTANCE TO INTERFERE WITH SITTER'S WAY OF HANDLING CHILD 
Representative Items* 
Unless a sitter did something to really hurt my 
child, I would not interfere with her way 
of handling him. 
It is not fair for mothers to ask sitter to 
treat their children in a special way. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
1.23 1.33 
2.67 2.78 
T3 -T1 
.09 
2.31 
T, 
32% disagree 28% disagree 
66% agree 61%agree 
percent who went up 41% 
percent who went down 36% 
net +5% 
tT J"T I= .42; n.s. 
Little group change but considerable individual change characterize the scores on this unstable two-item 
scale which became more internally consistent only after the T 1 interview. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 13 
MOTHER'S FEELING OF GUILT ABOUT CHILD'S ADJUSTMENT TO BABYSITTING 
Representative Items* 
Since I have had a sitter my child loses his 
temper more often. 
I think my child would be easier to handle if 
he didn't have to go to the babysitter's 
at all. 
My children usually like going to a babysitter's 
home. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, TJ 
x -4.93 -4.52 
sd 5.32 5.69 
74% disagree 73% disagree 
68% disagree 55% disagree 
63% agree 66% agree 
TJ-TI percent who went up 50% 
percent who went down 40% 
.41 net +10% 
4.54 
IT 3-T l = .97; n.s. 
No mean difference was found in mother's general feeling of dissatisfaction with her child's adjustment to 
babysitting which remained relatively low. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 14 
MOTHER'S FEELING THAT PEOPLE DISAPPROVE OF MOTHERS WORKING 
Representative Items* 
I don't think she approves of my working. 
I think most babysitters look down on mothers 
who work. 
1 think other people look down on me for being 
a working mother. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x -3.91 -3.66 
sd 3.27 3.30 
T3 -T1 
.25 
3.09 
T, 
. 87% disagree 77% disagree 
80% disagree 79% disagree 
68% disagree 74% disagree 
percent who went up 43% 
percent who went down 39% 
net +4% 
tT3T1= .87;n.s. 
This attitude remained unchanged, with about a quarter of the working mothers feeling that people 
disapprove of their working. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 15 
MOTHER'S EXPECTATION THAT CHILD CAN GET ALONG WITH ANY SITTER 
Representative Items* 
My children get along with anybody. 
It's difficult for my children to "take to" 
a sitter. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 1.76 l.76 
sd 2.64 2.32 
T, 
60% agree 72% agree 
77% disagree 69% disagree 
T3 -T1 percent who went up 35% 
percent who went down 39% 
.00 net - 4% 
2.37 
ty 3.y 1 = .OO;n.s. 
Only a two-item scale with decreasing internal consistency, this scale showed no mean change. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 16 
MOTHER'S PREFERENCE FOR UNINVOLVED, BUSINESSLIKE RELATIONSHIP WITH SITTER 
Representative Items* 
It is all right with me when sitters would rather 
not get too involved with the mother. 
I prefer sitters who do not try to involve me in 
their lives. 
I think it's best to keep babysitting 
arrangements businesslike. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 3.38 2.95 
sd 2.87 3.40 
T3 -T1 
-.43 
2.90 
T, 
5% disagree 9% disagree 
10% disagree 14% disagree 
31 % disagree 30% disagree 
percent who went up 35% 
percent who went down 43% 
net 
- 8% 
trrTi = -I.60;n.s. 
A dominant attitude among working mothers, the mother's preference for an uninvolved, businesslike 
relationship with the caregiver does not diminish significantly for the sample as a whole. 
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Changes on Mother Scale 17 
REVISED MOTHER'S VIEW OF INTER-FAMILY CLOSENESS IN THIS ARRANGEMENT 
Representative Items* 
Our families often get together. 
My sitter is one of my clos\)st friends. 
We enjoy getting together. 
Our families are so close it is as if we were 
relatives. 
My sitter and I sit and talk to each other 
for hours. 
I only see my sitter when I pick up or deliver 
my child. 
My sitter has my child visit her or comes to 
see him even when she is not sitting. 
One reason I have this sitter is that our 
children are friends. 
For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x -9.38 -8.75 
sd 8.23 8.91 
T3 T1 
-.63 
6.65 
T, T, 
13% agree 15% agree 
11% agree 15% agree 
48%agree 46%agree 
3% agree 5%agree 
14% agree 16% agree 
33% disagree 35% disagree 
16% agree 28%agree 
25% agree 16% agree 
percent who went up 46% 
percent who went down 48% 
net ~ 2% 
tTrT 1 ; l.02; n.s. 
Likewise a considerable degree of social distance is shown by the results of this scale which does not gain 
to a significant degree. It must be remembered that most of the sample began the arrangement as strangers, 
and individual gains on this measure play an important role in predicting stability of the arrangen1ent. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale I 
SITTER'S SATISFACTION WITH THIS MOTHER'S CONCERN FOR HER CHILD 
Representative Items* 
It would be easier for me if the mother were 
more concerned about her children. 
The mother is very cooperative. 
She is a good mother. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, TJ 
x 27.87 19.90 
sd I0.03 16.70 
T3-T1 
-8.03 
14.05 
79% disagree 
97%agree 
91% agree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tTrTt =-6.16;p<.OOI 
T3 
66% disagree 
81% agree 
86% agree 
33% 
63% 
-30% 
Just as for the mothers, caregiver satisfaction with the other's concern for the child shows a significant 
mean loss, though in general satisfaction levels remained quite high. 
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x 
Changes on Sittl'r Scale .l 
SITTER'S ECONOMIC NEED TO BABYSIT 
Representative Items* 
My family could not get by without the money 
I make taking care of children. 
I need to babysit because it provides me with 
a steady source of income. 
I do babysitting even though I don't 
especially need the money. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T3 
-3,30 -3.71 
85% disagree 
40% disagree 
57% agree 
T3 -T1 percent who went up 
percent who went down 
-.41 net 
sd 5.42 5.33 3.73 
lT J"T t ~ -1.18; n.s. 
T, 
78% disagree 
57% disagree 
61% agree 
41% 
41% 
ory~ 
The caregiver's perceived economic need to do babysitting remained relatively unchanged from T 1 to T 3 . 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 4 
SITTER'S EXPRESSIVE NEEDS MET BY CARING FOR CHILDREN 
Repr~~entative· lte111s• 
_,; . 
I a111 happier when I a111 taking care of children. 
I enjoy giving day care because it makes me 
feel I'm needed. 
I enjoy giving day care because of the 
affection the children give me. 
If I weren't doing babysitting I'd get bored. 
Hike to keep at least one child all the time. 
T, 
67%agree 
71 % agree 
70% agree 
41% agree 
74% agree 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
';' 
T, T, r,.r, percent who went up 
percent who went down 
x 8.34 7.16 -l.!8 net 
sd 7.6 l 7.82 5.66 
IT rT I = -2.25; p<.05 
T, 
66% agree 
70% agree 
76% agree 
37% agree 
61% agree 
37% 
54% 
-17% 
A small but significant loss was recorded on this general attitude of satisfaction with the caregiver role. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 5 
SITTER ·s APPROVAL OF THIS MOTHER ·s DISCIPLINE 
Representative Items* 
Her children seem to mind her. 
The mother and I handle the child in about 
the same way. 
She lets her child get away with too much. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 4.50 2.33 
sd 5.08 6.33 
T,-T 1 
-2.17 
5.52 
63%agree 
66%agree 
67% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
tT 3.T 1 =-4.23;p<.OOI 
T, 
61% agree 
59%agree 
55% disagree 
32% 
57% 
-25% 
The caregiver's approval of this mother's discipline erodes over time, with 31 percent expressing 
dissatisfaction by T,. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 6 
SITIER'S WILLINGNESS TO BABYSIT ONLY FOR CERTAIN CHILDREN 
Representative Items* 
I would give day care only to children l enjoy. 
I would not keep a child who didn't get along 
here. 
I would continue day care only for a child 
who likes me. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
··:, ( T, TJ 
4.74 5.09 
5.10 5.43 
67% agree 
86% agree 
70%agree 
T3 -T1 percent who went up 
percent who went down 
.35 net 
4.08 
IT 3·T 1 = .02; n.s. 
TJ 
70%agree 
88% agree 
71% agree 
52% 
37% 
+15% 
The sitters willingness to care only for certain children they think they will enjoy and who will get along 
well does not ch~nge, remaining a moderately strong attitude. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 7 
SilTER 'S DISSATISFACTION WITH THIS MOTHER'S LONG HOURS. 
EXCESSIVE DEMANDS AND LACK OF PLANFULNESS 
Representative Items* 
I wish her hours were more regular. 
I'm satisfied with the hours I take care of 
her child. 
I get tired of the mother not sticking to the 
hours we agreed upon. 
The mother doesn't seem to understand how busy 
I am all the time. 
I sometimes wish the mother weren't so 
dependent on me. 
The mother tries to pick up her child when she 
says she will. 
I feel like the mother takes advantage of me. 
She doesn't let me know when she changes 
her plans. 
The mother expects too much of me. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, T3 -T1 
x: -16.47 -10.49 5.92 
sd 7.40 I 1.80 10.61 
T, 
74% disagree 
85%agree 
85% disagree 
75% disagree 
8I%disagree 
86%agree 
88% disagree 
80% disagree 
91 % disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
IT 3.T l = 6.01; p<.001 
T, 
60% disagree 
77%agree 
78% disagree 
68% disagree 
64% disagree 
88%agree 
7]!fo disagree 
66% disagree 
76% disagree 
67% 
24% 
+43% 
This key measure of sitter dissatisfaction shows a mean increase and some individual caregivers with 
sharply increasing dissatisfaction. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 8 
SITTER'S DISAPPROVAL OF MOTHERS WORKING 
Representative Items* 
' ... , ..... ,.,_,... ,h,,-.,, __ ,,.,._.,,,.,, 
···,, 
It doe8n'.t really do most children harm to 
spend the day away from their mother. 
I think several·hours a day is too much for a 
child to be away f,rom his mother. 
I don't expect her to tell m.e what her plans 
are because she doesn't know herself. 
Mothers shouldn't work unless they absolutely 
have to. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, r, 
x 2.47 2.27 
sd 3.82 4.15 
T, 
56%agree 
4 7% disagree 
71% disagree 
79% agree 
T3 -T1• percent who went up 
percent who went down 
-.21 net 
4.02 
IT 3'T l = -.56; n.s. 
Sitters gen.erally feel that mothers should not work and this attitude does not change. 
'66%agree 
51. % disagree 
66% disagree 
87% agree 
43% 
46% 
- 3% 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 9 
SITTER ROLE POWER VS. POWERLESSNESS 
Representative Items* 
Mothers give me adequate instructions. 
Most mothers are good about Jetting me know 
about changes in their plans. 
My husband (or family) doesn't approve of my 
doing babysitting. 
If I want to do babysitting, I have to take 
what I can get. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 9.88 9.17 
sd 5.52 6.25 
T, 
82%agree 
88%agree 
86% disagree 
81% disagree 
T,.T1 percent who went up 
percent who went down 
·.71 net 
4.82 
tT3·T1 ;.(.59;n.s. 
T, 
78% agree 
88%agree 
85% disagree 
81 % disagree 
35% 
53% 
·18% 
Caregivers report they are able to elicit the support and cooperation they need to be successful, a position 
that does not diminish significantly during the arrangement. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale I 0 
SITIER'S FEELING THAT CARING FOR THIS MOTHER'S CHILD IS AN EMOTIONAL DRAIN 
Representative Items* 
The children are too much for me. 
I have trouble with her children because they 
are so spoiled. 
I like the way her children behave. 
Taking care of her child is more of a drain 
than I expected. 
*Forcomplete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x -1.8.69 -12.58 
sd 7.23 l l.47 
T3 -T 1 
6.ll 
9.59 
T, 
93% disagree 
85% disagree 
84%agree 
84% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
IT rT I = 6.86; p<.00 l 
TJ 
79% disagree 
72% disagree 
74% agree 
70% disagree 
71% 
24% 
+47% 
The feeling that caring for this mother's child is an emotional drain, while remaining relatively low, 
nevertheless did increase significantly' affecting most of the sample. 
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Changes 011 Sitter Scale 11 
SITTER'S DISADVANTAGE IN THE BABYSITTING MARKET 
Representative lte'!ls* 
It's hard to get babysitting jobs because there 
are a lot of women in my neighborhood who 
do babysitting. 
I can't find as many day care children as I 
need to have. 
I don't !mow how to find people to babysit for. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T1 T3 
x -3.84 4.38 
sd 3.71 3.35 
TrT1 
-.54 
3.39 
66% disagree 
67% disagree 
80% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who we11t down 
net 
tT 3-T 1= -l.72;n.s. 
70% disagree 
7 6% disagree 
85% disagree 
37% 
47% 
-10% 
Relatively few caregivers feel a sense of disadvantage in the babysitting market, a feeling that does not 
diminish by T 3 • 
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Changes on Sitler Scale 12 
SITTER'S STRAIN FROM COMPETING REQUIREMENTS OF FAMILY AND SITTER ROLES 
Representative Items* 
I just can't manage to keep the house the way I 
want to with children around all the time. 
I think a day care giver is usually not paid 
enough. 
I find that often the mother expects the sitter 
to do too much. 
I find that my babysitting is hard on my own 
family. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x -3.90 -1.35 
sd 8.07 8.60 
T3 -T 1 
2.54 
6.60 
T, T, 
53% disagree 40% disagree 
38% disagree 36% disagree 
44% disagree 38% disagree 
46% disagree 40% disagree 
percent who went up' 65% 
percent who went down 29% 
net +36% 
IT rT 1 = 4.14; p<.OOI 
A general feeling of strain from the competing requirements of family and caregiver roles is that price 
sitters pay for the dual role they take on, and it is a strain that increases. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 13 
SITTER'S RllSTRICTIVllNllSS ABOUT BABYSITTING HOURS 
Representative Items* 
I make it clear to the mother that it is really 
inconvenient for me to baby sit after a 
certain hour. 
I can't have children who stay late. 
I make it clear to the mother what I expect of 
her if I take the child. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 3.90 4.78 
sd 3.92 3.92 
T3 -T1 
.88 
3.41 
T, 
66%agree 
54%agree 
88%agree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
IT rT I ; 2.78; p<.01 
Sitter restrictiveness about the hours she will sit Increases by the end of the arrangement. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 14 
SITTER'S SATISFACTION WITH THIS CHILD'S ADJUSTMENT 
Repi-esentative Items* 
Her child just won't mind me. 
Her child seems to have fun at my house. 
Her child seems bored when he is here. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, T, 
x 9.11 7.83 
sd 4.37 5.13 
T,·T1 
-1.28 
4.60 
· 85% disagree 
92% agree 
88% disagree 
percent who went up 
percent who went down 
net 
IT rT I = -3.00; p<.Ol 
T, 
79% disagree 
'89% agree 
85% disagree 
29% 
50% 
-21% 
There is a loss in satisfaction with the child's adjustment, but the level remains high on this primary 
source' of satisfaction for caregivers. 
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Changes on Sitter Scale 17 
REVISED SITIER'S VIEW OF INTER-FAMILY CLOSENESS IN THIS ARRANGEMENT 
Representative Items* 
The mother is one of my closest friends. 
Our families often get together. 
I only see the mother when she leaves or picks 
up her child. 
The mother and I enjoy getting together. 
The mother and I sit and talk to each other 
for hours. 
Our families are so close it's as if we were 
relatives. 
I ofter visit with this child or have him 
visit me even when I am not babysitting him. 
One reason I babysit for this mother is that 
our children are friends. 
*For complete scale see Appendix A 
T, Tl 
x -9.46 -8.41 
sd 10.07 9.84 
T3 -T 1 
1.03 
7.29 
T, Tl 
10% agree 9%agree 
15% agree 21% agree 
22% disagree 36% disagree 
41% agree 40% agree 
31% agree 32%agree 
6%agree 6%agree 
16% agree 26%agree 
20%agree 18%agree 
percent who went up 48% 
percent who went down 45% 
net + 3% 
IT 3-T l = l.52; n.s. 
Sitter's view of inter-family closeness closely corresponds to the mother's view in its generally low level of 
closeness, and the mean at T3 does not increase significantly. 
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Summary 
In general we see that for both parties to the family day care arrangement there were a number of 
statistically significant yet small shifts in the direction of dissatisfaction. These shifts were more pronounced 
among sitters than among mothers. As graphs made clear the differences in evaluations from the first few 
weeks of the arrangement to the end of the arrangement were relatively small and did not ever involve a shift 
from satisfaction to dissatisfaction for the satnple as a whole. It also should be kept in 111ind lhat the difference 
in perceptiOn of the arrangement from T1 to T 3 involves a situational change from that of evaluating an 
arrangement one has just begun to that of reflecting back on an arrangement that is now over. 
For the sample of working mothers there was some shift toward dissatisfaction with regard to the sitter's 
concern for the child, and extreme shifts by a few individuals pushed the group means toward dissatisfaction 
regarding the sitter's possessiveness and away from playmates as a reason for this arrangement. For the 
mothers an initially perceived economic need to work diminished as did the feeling of being at a disadvantage 
in finding family day care resources. Preference for work role remained unchanged as did other attitudes 
toward general circumstances. 
The sitters showed a shift toward dissatisfaction 
in her feeling that caring for this mo.ther's child is an emotional drain, 
with the mother's long hours, demands, and lack of planfulness, 
in her general feeling of role strain, 
with the mother's concern for the child, 
with the mother's discipline, 
with the child's adjustment, 
and her feeling that babysitting meets her expressive needs. 
%Sitters also became more restrictive about babysitting hours. That the T3 -T1 results show more extensive 
tdissatisfaction among sitters than mothers is consistent with interviewer ratings and global self ratings by 
isitters, which will be reported in Chapter XI in the context of predicting stability of the arrangement. It would 
;:appear that caregivers are more likely than working 1nothers to continue an arrangement despite 
t:dissatisf action. 
, What we learn from an examination of the average changes for the sample as a whole is that satisfactions 
!start high, drop some, but remain relatively high throughout the arrangement. In the next chapter we shall 
tlook at the structure of change to see which changes went together. 
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CHAPTER IX 
THE CORRELATIONAL STRUCTURE OF CHANGING 
ATIITUDES TOWARD THE ARRANGEMENT 
There are two correlational techniques for getting at attitude changes. One is to compare the correlations 
among scales at T 1 with the later correlations among the scales measured at T 3 • Does the structure of attitudes 
at the end of the arrangement change from the structure of attitudes at the beginning of the arrangement? The 
second method is to study the correlations among change scores. Which changes are related to one another? 
The first method looks at the structure of attitudes at each time slice and notes the stabilities as well as the 
changes in the overall picture; the second looks for structure in the changes themselves. We pursued both of 
these approaches both by means of factor analyses and by examining the simple correlations. For example, 
"sitter's approval of mother's discipµne" and "sitter's feeling that caring for this child is an emotional drain" 
both load highly on a factor of sitter dissatisfaction with this arrangement at T 1 and again at T 3 , and also their 
changes load together highly on the factor analysis of the change scores T 3 -T1 • It is the first factor in all three 
analyses. The changes in the two variables from T1 to T3 are correlated -.51. The correlation between the two 
variables is stronger at T3 than at T1 (-.53 versus -.37) and the cross-lag panel correlations suggest that the 
sitter's disapproval of the mother's discipline contributes more to her feeling that this child is an emotional 
drain than vice versa (r=-.34>r=-. l0; z=l.91, p<JO, 2-tailed test). 1 
T, 
S approval of S approval of 
M's discipline----~------.55 ------------------------~M's discipline 
I -.JO I 
-.37 -.53 
I -.34 I 
S drain -------------.55 ---- S drain l r - -.5 l 
To facilitate the presentation of the correlational analysis of attitude changes the content of the T 1 
factors will be presented in detail factor by factor and with this as a point of departure the changes that took 
place in relation to each cluster of variables will be discussed. Did the factor remain intact at T3 or did it 
disappear? Or were there minor variations such as picking up a new variable and dropping another? Did those 
variables change together or did th~ structure of change present quite a different picture? 
All of the correlati_ons and factor structures are presented next for the reader's ready reference. These 
include three correlation matrices. The first shows the correlations among mother and sitter scales at T1 above 
the diagonal and the mother and sitter correlations at T 3 below the diagonal. The second correlation matrix 
C. Radhakrishna Rao, Linear Statistical Inference and its Applications (New York: Wiley, 1965), p. 
363. 
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shows the panel correlations of 1nothcr anJ sitter scales .it T1 hy llll)lhcr and silt"r Sl'aks at '1'3 . 'l'hc third 
correlation matrix shows the intcrcorrelations an1ong the change scores. These tables arc 9.1, 9.2 and 9.J 
respectively. Table 9.4 shows the factor structure of 1nothcr and sitter atliludc scales ut T 1 , Table 9.5 at T.1 
and Table 9.6 shows _the factor' structure of the attitude scale changes (T 3 ~T 1 ). The eigenvalues, variances. and 
conununalitics for the three n1othcr and sitter factor analyses arc shown in Table 9.7. All of these factor 
analyses (a principal co1nponents analysis with varin1ax rotation) involved the correlations of thirty variables 
and produced eleven rotated factors. All analyses were done on l 16 arrangements. Both mother and sitter 
variables were included in order to reveal any interdependence that there might be between mother and sitter 
attitudes. Very little overlap occurred, however, especially for the change factors on which no high loadings 
(over .50) of both mother and sitter variables occurred on the same factor. In general T3 factors were similar 
to T 1 factors but the change factors were in many instances quite different. 
Factor I (Sitter and Mother T1 Scales): Sitter Satisfaction 
with this Arrangement 
Variable Factor Loading 
S saL M's concern .81 
S dissat M's long hours -.80 
S approval M's discipline .72 
S emotional drain -.64 
S sat. child's adjustment .57 
All aspects of sitter satisfaction with this arrangement load well on this factor. The factor is replicated again at 
T3 , but by the end of the arrangement it is joined by elements of role strain and powerlessness and mother's 
economic need to work. That mothers perceived economic need to work should be related to this factor of 
sitter dissatisfaction is curious and suggests a possibility that some aspects of the mother's arrangement 
behavior associated with her need is a source of strain and dissatisfaction for the caregiver. All of the above 
mentioned variables with the exception of mother's economic need to work appear on Factor I of the factor 
analysis of change scores. This then is a strong cluster of attitudes that go together and that change together. 
An examination of the cross-lagged panel correlations suggests causal hypotheses regarding the 
relationships among these variables. For example, in the relationship between the two highest loading variables 
on this factor, it would appear that although sitter's dissatisfaction with the child's adjustment contributes to 
her feeling of emotional drain, the reverse is even more true, namely that her feeling that caring for this child is 
an emotional drain strongly contributes to her dissatisfaction with the child's adjustment.2 
T, 
S sat. with child's ----.54 ----------------· S saL with child's 
adjusrent -.56 --------------- adjusrent l 
-.71 ~ -.73 
S's feelilg that ----.__ ~~ 34 S's feeling that 
-. ----------caring for this child ------------ caring for this child 
is an emotional drain ~=--------- .55 ---------2""'-is an emotional dr:iin 
T3 -T 1 
-.63 
2r=,56>r=.34; z=2.09, p<.os, 2~tailed test. 
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Table 9.4 Factor Structure of Mother and Sitter Attitude Scales at T1 
I II III IV v VI VII VIII IX x XI 
s I. Sat. M's concern .81 
s 7. Dissat. M's long hours ·.80 
s 5. Approval of M's discipline .72 
s 10. Emotional drain ·.64 -.39 
s 14. Sat. child's adjustment .57 .50 
M 15. Expect child can get along any s. .82 
M 13. Guilt child's adjustment ·.71 
M 6. Confidence in sitters .64 
s 17. Inter-family closeness (rev.) .86 
M 17. Inter-family closeness (rev.) .85 
M 7. Job sat. and market advantage ·.75 
M 10. Need for flexible sitter .54 -.32 -.32 
M II. Disadv. sitting market -.34 .52 
M 4. Economic need .44 .36 .37 
s 9. Role power .30 .77 
s 12. Role strain ·.64 
s 11. Market disadvantage ·.62 -.30 
s 3. Economic need -.34 -.55 
s 6. Only certain children .77 
s 8. Disapproval of m's working .74 
s 13. Restricts hours .31 .50 
-.36 
M 5. M's assertion ... .78 
M 12. Reluctance to interfere -.74 .32 
M 9. Playmates reason for T .A. .75 
M 8. Complaints S's possessiveness .78 
M 14. Feeling people disapprove -.32 .77 
M I. Sat. S's concern 
.38 -.50 
M 3. Prefer work role over home role 
·.86 
s 4. Expressive needs met .74 
M 16. Prefer uninvolved relationship -.31 
-.40 
Table 9.S Factor Structure of Mother and Sitter Attitude Scales at TJ 
II III N v VI VII VIII IX x XI 
s I. Sat. M's concern -.86 
s 10. Emotional drain .79 -.31 -.31 
s 7. Dissat. M's long hours .77 -.31 
s 5. Approval of M's discipline -.74 
M 4. Economic need .46 -.35 .34 
M 3. Prefer work role over home role .82 
M 13. Guilt child's adjustment -.70 .44 
M 14. Feeling people disapprove -.59 
s 6. Only certain children -.78 
s 13. Restricts hours -.73 
s 8. Disapproval of m's working -.71 .30 
M 9. Playmates reason for T .A. .78 
M I. Sat. S's concern .62 
s 14. Sat. child's adjustment -.45 .56 .38 
s 17. Inter-family closeness (rev.) .88 
M 17. Inter-family closeness (rev.) .33 .76 
s 11. Market disadvantage -.77 
s 9. Role power -.39 .72 
s 3. Economic need -.54 .32 
M 10. Need for flexible sitter -.73 
M 8. Complaints S's possessiveness -.70 
M 7. Job sat. and market advantage .34 .66 
M 15. Expect child can get along any s. -.80 
M 6. Confidence in sitters .32 -.64 
M 5. M's assertion . .. -.50 
-.44 
M 11. Disadv. sitting market -.32 .43 .36 .32 
M 16. Prefer uninvolved relationship -.77 
s 4. Expressive needs met .73 
s 12. Role strain .47 -.41 -.48 
M 12. Reluctance to interfere 
.82 
'" 
N 
N 
Table 9.6 Factor Structure of Mother and Sitter Attitude Scales T3-T1 
I II III N v VI VII VIII IX x XI 
s I. Sat. M's concern .85 
s 10. Emotional drain -.78 
s 5. Approval of M's discipline .75 
s 7. Dissat. M's long hams -.73 
s 14. Sat. child's adjustment .61 .37 
s 12. Role strain -.49 .33 -.33 
M 4. Economic need .75 
M 9. Playmates reason for T.A. -.62 
M 7. Job sat. and market advantage .72 
M 8. Complaints S's possessiveness -.63 
M 10. Need for flexible sitter -.53 .33 
M 13. Guilt child's adjustment -.69 
M 3. Prefer work role over home role .63 .31 
M 6. Confidence in sitters .60 
M 5. M's assertion . .. -.72 
M 16. Prefer uninvolved relationship -.69 
M 12. Reluctance to interfere .71 
s 11. Market disadvantage -.79 
s 9. Role power .37 .62 
M 14. Feeling people disapprove .43 -.31 .32 
s 13. Restricts hours -.40 .39 .33 -.38 
s 3. Economic need -.75 
s 6. Only certain children .47 .55 
s 4. Expressive needs met .34 -.67 
s 8. Disapproval of m's working .61 .33 
M 15. Expect child can get along any s. -.77 
M 11. Disadv. sitting market -.44 .57 
s 17. Inter-family closeness (rev.) -.81 
M I. Sat S's concern .39 -.48 
M 17. Inter-family closeness (rev.) -.36 .35 .39 -.42 
Table 9.7 Eigenvalues, Variances, and 
Eigenvalues: Fl Fil 
Mother-Sitter T 1 4.01 2.95 
Mother·Sitter T3 4.65 3.17 
Mother-Sitter T 3·T 1 4.14 2.24 
Cumulative Proportion of Total Variance 
Mother·Sitter T 1 
Mother-Sitter TJ 
Mother-Sitter TJ-T1 
Communalities: 
Variable no. 
Sitter 
I 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
JO 
It 
12 
13 
14 
17 
Mother 
l 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
to 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
.13 .23 
.16 .26 
.14 .21 
Communalities of Mother and Sitter 
Sc11lc Factor Analyses 
(30 Variables, 11 Rotated Factors) 
Fill FIY FY FYI FYll 
2.05 1.91 1.77 1.66 1.52 
2.15 1.89 1.69 1.43 1.42 
2.04 1.86 1.58 1.44 1.38 
.30 .36 .42 .48 .53 
.33 .40 .45 .50 .55 
.28 .34 .40 .44 .49 
Tl T3 
h2 h' 
.71 .80 
.55 .69 
.65 .59 
.62 .63 
.70 .76 
.67 .74 
.68 .69 
.75 .80 
.79 .84 
.63 .70 
.62 .78 
.67 .61 
.74 .73 
.77 .83 
.68 .74 
.80 .77 
.61 .57 
.72 .59 
.59 .62 
.64 .66 
.75 .68 
.60 .67 
.67 .67 
.53 .74 
.77 .79 
.76 .75 
.78 .48 
.72 .68 
.47 .68 
.79 .75 
FYlll FIX FX FXI 
1.25 l.22 1.09 1.00 
1.31 1.15 1.09 1.05 
1.34 1.23 1.17 1.09 
.57 .61 .65 .68 
.59 .63 .67 .70 
.53 .58 .61 .65 
TJ.TJ 
h2 
.79 
.66 
.67 
.66 
.fO 
64 
.60 
.61 
.73 
.70 
.67 
.70 
.68 
.73 
.70 
.68 
.68 
.65 
.51 
.59 
.52 
.51 
.58 
.72 
.55 
.63 
.68 
.72 
.64 
.69 
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We saw above in the illustrative example that disapproval of mother's discipline may be a source of 
emotional drain for the sitter. The same may be said for sitter's dissatisfaction with the mother's long hours 
and lack of planfulness, but the difference between the cross~lagged correlations is not significant. 
T, 
S dissat. with M's S dissat. with M's 
long hours= -~.4~4 ''• ---------------.~ long lours ) I .19 M M I 33 I 
S drain .55 -----------==-S drain .44 
Role strain also appears to contribute to sitter's emotional drain but here the relationship is more 
reciprocal. 
T, T, 
Role !train .69 .
22 
Role strain 
I 
.31 .39 
I .25 I 
Emotional drain .55 Emotional drain 
Factor II (Sitter and Mother T 1 Scales): M: Generalized User 
Role Satisfaction 
Variable 
M expects child can get along any s 
M's guilt child's adjustment 
M's confidence in sitters 
M dissadvantage sitting market 
M's feeling people disapprove working 
M prefer businesslike relationship 
l T3 -T 1 .31 
Factor Loading 
.82 
-.71 
.64 
-.34 
.. 32 
-.31 
The second factor at T 1 consists wholly of mother variables. They do not refer specifically to this arrangement 
but are general attitudes that tap a generalized user role satisfaction. By the end of the arrangement however, 
this factor has split into two separate clusters: Factor II which is best defined as work role satisfaction and 
Factor VIII which is general user role satisfaction. The content of these new factors is as follows: 
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Generalized Work Role Satisfaction (Factor II, T,) 
Variable Factor Loading 
M's prcf'cr work role over hon1c role .82 
M guilt child's adjustment ·.70 
M feeling people disapprove working -.59 
M job sat. and market advantage .34 
Generalized User Role Satisfaction (Factor VIII, T 3) 
M expect child can get along any s. -.80 
M confidence in sitters ·.64 
M assertion sitters should ... ..so 
M guilt child's adjustment .44 
M disadvantage sitting market .43 
Factor II at T 3 touches on all aspects of mother's satisfaction with her dual role as a working mother and as a 
homemaker; it includes· her preference for working, her satisfaction about the adjustment of her child, an 
absence of feeling that people disapprove of her working and to a limited extent her job satisfaction. 
One reason for the change in factor structure of the mother's general attitudes is the emerging importance 
of the strength of her preference for the work role which at the T3 interview is picked up by Factor II as the 
highest loading item. A preference for the work role is a major motivation for working along with, but 
relatively independent of, economic need to work. These two motivations are correlated at the beginning .of 
the arrangement but are independent at the end of the arrangement and as variables they do not change 
together. The preference for !he work role however, has a reciprocal and increasingly strong relationship to 
M's economic need~c::c----------.75---- -----:::~M's economic need 
to work 13 to work 
I ----------- .. I 
-.24 . 15 -.04 
I ~------- I 
M's preference 
for work role 
I 
-------- .83 ·------~M's preference 
-.30 .....------ for wolrk role 
-----
-.27 -.52 I ----· ·.4 1 I 
M's guilt child's ___....--~ ··-- .66 -·---~M's guilt child's 
adjustment adjustment 
I TJ'TI 
> ) .03 
I T.1 ·T 1 , 
\ "21 , 
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satisfaction with the child's adjustment (that is, negatively with the scale called "Guilt over child'. 
adjustn1ent"). The cross~lagged panel correlations suggcsl that the 111olhcr's pn .. ~fcrcncc for the work rolt 
contributes to her feeling about the child's adjustment and vice versa: both processes are intportant, such Utai 
by T 3 the correlation increases to .52 from .27. 
The factor analysis of the change scores of Factor IV confirm this relationship showing the following 
three variables loading together: 
M guilt child's adjustment -.69 
M prefer work role over home role .63 
M confidence in sitters .60 
It should be remembered that such correlations admit alternative interpretations. The mothers' reported 
confidence in sitters and denial of dissatisfaction over the child's adjustment may be rationalizations of 
mothers who prefer to work, but they also may reflect a better choice of caregivers and a genuinely improved 
adjustment of the child on the part of women who are working because they want to be. Such results would 
be consistent with Hoffman's findings (1963). 
Factor Ill (Mother and Sitter T1 Scales): Inter-family Closeness 
Variable Factor Loading 
Sinter-family closeness (revised) .86 
Minter-family closeness (revised) .85 
S economic need -.34 
As would be expected the mothers' and the sitters' views of the closeness between their two families would be 
correlated and would show up on the same factor, and they do both at T 1 and at T,. The changes in these 
variables are also correlated, r = .36 and they appear on a change factor together. However, on the change 
factor, mother satisfaction with sitter's concern for child also loads because it appears to play a key role in 
contributing to family closeness as suggested in the following cross-lagged panel correlations. These 
correlations suggest some curious hypotheses: that mothers' and sitters' views of family closeness become 
Factor IV (Mother and Sitter T 1 Scales): Mother's Disadvantaged Position 
Variable Factor Loading 
M job sat. and market advantage -.75 
M need flexible sitter .54 
M disadvantage sitting market .52 
M economic need .44 
S restricts hours .31 
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slightly more desperate as time goes on, that satisfaction breeds famiJy closeness but not vice versa 3 and even 
that sitter family closeness leads to reduced mother satisfaction with the sitter concern for the child.4 The 
mothers' attitude appears to be a more active element in the interaction. The series of cross-lagged correlations 
now follows. 
T3 
} T3 -T1 
.36 
} T3-T1 
.44 
} T3 -T1 
.29 
} T3-T1 
.32 
This cluster of variables defines a factor at the beginning of the arrangement that characterizes the mother's 
sense of constraint and disadvantage in the babysitting market as she makes a new arrangement. It links the 
kind of job she has to her needs for a flexible sitter and the relative ability she believes she has to find what she 
wants in child care. Her perceived economic need to work is also an element in this. Though the loading is low, 
there is a slight tendency for the mother to have made an arrangement with a sitter who reports being 
restrictive about the hours the child is in care-an incongruity stemming from the mother's disadvantaged 
position. 
This factor is. partially replicated at T 3 , but by the time the arrangement is over the mothers' sense of 
disadvantage in the babysitting market has disappeared from the factor to be replaced by her complaints 
regarding the sitter's possessiveness, which by T 3 has a simple correlation of .27 with need for a flexible sitter 
and -.35 with job satisfaction and market advantage. 
The factor of mother's disadvantaged position (T3 version) also appears as Factor Ill in the analysis of 
change scores. It should be remembered from our earlier discussion of the changes in the mean scores that 
there was no trend here toward dissatisfaction. 
The factor suggests the conditions under which the sitter's possessiveness becomes an issue for the 
mother, but the evidence was that it rarely did. 
3r=.29>r=.01; z=2.32, r<.025, 2-lailcd lest. 
4r=.1 s>r"".23; z=2.89, p<.oos. 2-tailcd test. 
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Factor V (Mother and Sitter T 1 Scales): Sitter's Advantaged Position 
Variable Factor Loadin 
S role power 
.77 
S role strain 
·.64 
S market disadvantage ·.62 
S economic need ·.55 
M need flexible sitter 
-.32 
Here is a general factor comparable to the last factor but defining the advantaged position of the caregiver. J 
sitter who in her role as a caregiver has a sense of high power and low strain feels that it is easy to make th< 
kinds of arrangements that she wants, perhaps she can afford to be choosy because she does not need th< 
money. Thus, though the tendency is slight, she is apt not to sit for a mother who needs a flexible sitter. Thi,-
factor is replicated at T3 as Factor VI at which the time the variables define a factor that again shows the sitte1 
freedom to choose her arrangements, having control of the day care situation, managing her dual role well, and 
not allowing a situation to develop in which she will be dissatisfied with the mother's irritating or exploitative 
behavior such as long hours and lack of planfulness (a new variable that enters the factor with a low loading). 
The change scores also produce a somewhat similar factor (Factor VII) which suggests that in her advantaged 
position, the sitter has been able to relax her restrictions about hours but the mothers they sit for are apt to 
feel that people disapprove of mothers working. 
Factor VI (Mother and Sitter T 1 Scales): Restrictive Sitter 
Variable Factor Loading 
S only certain children .77 
S disapproval mothers working .74 
S restricts hours .so 
This factor which is defined by sitter's willingness only to take certain children, by her restrictiveness about 
the hours she will sit has a flavor of being particular and it is of interest that her disapproval of mothers 
working is also a part of this factor. By the time of the T3 interview this factor has become stronger, 
reappearing as Factor III again having the flavor of a restrictive, judgmental sitter. 
The T,-T1 changes that take place in this restrictive attitude of the sitter are more complex and are not 
defined by any one factor. One change factor (Factor VIII) finds sitter restrictiveness loading together with 
her lack of economic need as the dominant variable. Her assertion that she will only take certain children also 
appears on a change factor led by mother's economic need to work on the part of mothers whose reason for 
making this arrangement was not that of finding a playmate for their own children. A lack of inter-family 
closeness (mother's perception) also characterized this factor. This factor suggests a tendency on the part of 
sitters to become more particular in the context of an arrangement in which the mother's orientation is more 
economic and socially distant than towards the social needs of her children. The grounds for this 
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/_interpretation are weak and speculative however. On another factor the sitter's restrictiveness loads slightly on 
f1 change factor defined primarily by the sitter's feeling that her expressive needs are not met by babysitting 
!.and by her feeling of dissatisfaction with the mother's hours, excessive demands and lack of planfulness. On 
i.this factor the mother feels she needs a flexible sitter and the sitter feels a need to restrict hours, but again 
fhere the loadings are low. 
Variable 
Factor VII (Mother and Sitter T 1 Scales): Mother's Control 
versus Reticence 
',M's assertion sitters should ... 
'M's reluctance to interfere 
F 
Factor Loading 
.78 
-.74 
fA mother who feels that it is her place to dictate terms to sitters should have a high score on this factor, and 
!this factor of reluctance appears again at T3 as Factor XI. The change Factor VI reveals that mother's ~reluctance to interfere reflects a positive feeling about the sitter's concern for her child, the mother's 
!perception of closeness between the two families, the sitter's satisfaction with the child's adjustment, and an 
!'element of sitter role strain which frequently is the price of a successful child care arrangement. 
Variable 
Factor VIII (Mother and Sitter T1 Scales): Child has Playmates; 
All Pleased 
M playmates reason for T.A. 
S saL child's adjustment 
S emotional drain 
M sat. Sitter's concern 
M reluctance to interfere 
S market disadvantage 
Factor Loading 
.75 
.50 
-.39 
.38 
.32 
-.30 
This factor is defined by playmates as the mother's reason for having this arrangement, by sitter's satisfaction 
with the child's adjustment, and a lack of feeling that this child is an emotional drain. The mother is satisfied 
with the sitter's concern for the child and she is reluctant to interfere. If the mother likes this arrangement 
because of having other children for her own child to play with, the children may all play together well so that 
the sitter feels her job is easier. In turn the mother doesn't want to interfere with an arrangement that is 
working well and where she is happy with the sitter's concern for her child. There is perhaps a slight tendency 
for this kind of arrangement to occur when the sitter feels in a good bargaining position in making 
arrangements. At the T3 interview this factor reappears somewhat stronger as Factor IV in the mother's 
satisfaction with and confidence in the sitter. 
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Factor IX (Mother and Sitter T1 Scales): Mother's Perception: 
Possessive Disapproving Sitter 
Variable Factor Loudin 
M con1plaints S's possessiveness .78 
M feeling people disapprove working .77 
M saL Sitter's concern -.50 
Here one sees the relationship between mother's feelings about the sitter's possessiveness and other negative 
feelings about the sitter's attitude. It has been our impression that mothers feel this way when they are 
immature and dependent, saying "She's like a mother to me," yet also having all the ambivalence and negative 
reactions that go with dependent behavior. As we have indicated before, however, possessiveness on the part of 
the sitter did not prove to be an important source of dissatisfaction for the mother, and this factor disappears 
as a factor at T,. It was perhaps an initial worry that did not materialize. Factors X and XI from the T 1 factor 
analysis also either disappeared as combinations at T 3 or changed in ways that already have been discussed. 
Conclusion 
A second major method of analyzing the process of change was to examine the correlational structure of 
stability and change in attitudes early and at the end of the arrangement. This was done by comparing factor 
analyses of attitude scores at T1 and then again at T" as well as by means of a factor analysis of the change 
scores themselves. Cross~lagged panel correlations between pairs of variables were also compared to suggest 
hypotheses about the dominant directions of assumed causal influences. 
In general mother and sitter attitudes emerge from the factor analyses as separate factors when analyzed 
at T1 , at T., and in changing from T 1 to T,. One sees a picture of subtle changes in attitude from beginning to 
end of the arrangement with a context of relatively stable clusters of variables which include a general 
work·role satisfaction and a general user.role satisfaction for the working mother and a power or advantage 
factor for both mothers and sitters. A strong factor of sitter satisfaction with this arrangement appears as a 
stable, integrated cluster, while mother's satisfaction with this arrangement appears in many ways as 
contingent upon her life circumstances as her patterns of interaction with the caregiver. Factors of control and 
restrictiveness appear as issues of adaptation for both mother and sitter. 
The analysis of change appears to reveal the presence of processes that lead to a consolidation of 
satisfactions with the arrangement, with some initial sources of dissatisfaction disappearing from a factor, 
while there is crystallization of the importance of other sources of dissatisfaction such as in the caregiver's 
feeling that caring for this child is an emotional drain. Sitter's initial level of emotional drain leads to 
dissatisfaction with the child's adjustment more strongly than the other way around. Playmates as mother's 
reason for the arrangement emerges as the dominant variable in a factor showing mutual satisfaction of mother 
and sitter. And the factor analysis of change scores and the cross-lagged correlations suggest that mother's 
increasing satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child contributes to interfamily closeness, but not vice 
versa. Many of the processes of change identified in this chapter reappear later as predictors of stability or 
instability of the arrangement. 
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CHAPTERX 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION 
The measure referred to in this study as "adaptive orientation" derives in conception from the literature on 
interpersonal attitudes and behavior. It represents an attempt to develop for behavior within the family day 
care situation a two-dimension circumplex model similar to those found to characterize the basic dimensions 
of interpersonal behavior in dyadic relationships generally. For example, the work of Borgatta, Schaefer, 
Leary, Laforge, Gough, Becker and Foa, Foa having analyzed the similarity of much of this work.I In our 
model there is a power-powerlessness dimension that is somewhat akin to the dominance-submfssion 
dimension of some studies, but that is designed to tap whether the day care arrangement is approached from a 
position either of advantage or disadvantage in the social and economic exchange of the arrangement. The 
other is a dimension "n1aintenance behavior" which is akin to Gough's concept of sociability or Argyl's 
affiliative behavior and reflects elements of both warmth and cooperative behavior. 
Thus we saw four types of adaptive orientation: 
1) A powerles.s, retreatist, passive stance 
2) An active, cooperative, affiliative behavior 
3) An active, leadership type of affiliative behavior 
4) A nonaffiliative, super-ordinative expectation of accommodation by others. 
III 
Demand Leadership 
Retreat Cooperation 
l I! 
It was observed that the first type would say things like, "The best way to get along with a sitter is to keep 
your mouth shut." The second type says, "I make every effort to patch up misunderstandings." The third type 
says, "If there are problems, I suggest ways to work them out." The fourth says, "I won't keep a sitter who 
won't follow n1y instructions." 
l U .G. Foa ,"Convergences in the Analysis of the Structure of Interpersonal Behavior." Psychological Review. 68 (l 961), pp. 
341-35 3. 
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In view of the discrepancies frequently found, however, between what people say and what people do, the 
interviewers were asked to nlake a judgment about the adaptive orientation of the mothers and sitters that 
took into account actual patterns of behavior as well as the verbal expressions of their attitudes. The following 
instrunient was used, entploying verbs r:.1thcr than adjcclivcs in :111 "ffnrl I~• St~usifit.t' !ht• illlt'rVit'\Vt'I tu !ht• 
behavioral aspects of the interpersonal transactions between mothers and sitters. The interviewer was asked to 
pick the verbs that best described the respondent she was interviewing as well as the adaptive behavior of the 
other party to the arrangement making inferences from the content of the interview with her own respondent. 
These ratings were done during the T 2 interview and the T 3 interview following that portion of the interview 
which the respondents were asked about how they dealt with the problems that arose in the arrangement, or 
more generally about what was discussed and not discussed between the two parties. See Box 10.1. 
Data Reduction The results showed a close similarity between the leadership and cooperation categories 
and between the retreatist and demand categories. The retreatist mothers made demanding noises, and the 
interviewer ratings reflected this. Therefore the results were collapsed to one dimension by summing the total 
number of retreat and demand points for each party to the arrangement obtained by counting the verbs 
checked by the interviewers. Thus, we have at one extreme a maladaptive mode of behavior characterized by 
demanding but retreatist behavior and at the other end of the continuum an effective adaptive mode of 
behavior characterized by leadership and cooperation. 
An extreme example of retreatist behavior is illustrated by the following excerpt: "I'm still taking my 
baby over there ... I know that they beat her. .. But nothing ever happened to my oldest one ... because she 
can tell me things ... It was just when my oldest one was gone ... that my baby came home with bruises." 
When asked by the interviewer what she did about it, the mother responded, "I knew that I would be 
switching and everything ... and if I got her riled up - it's one of those things ... I would have been stuck, 
because I would have had no one else . .. so it was a matter of having to bide my time." Both the powerlessness 
and the passivity are evident in this frail, tired young mother whose communicative efforts and interpersonal 
competence were not up to coping with the relationships within the day care arrangement. 
The cooperative end of the scale is less dramatic to describe because problems are less likely to arise. The 
issues are less tense and the interviews have a flavor of both warmth and affiliative effort. Repeatedly in 
interview after interview the sitter describes the mother as a "nice person" and "easy to talk to," and vice 
versa for the way the mother speaks of the caregiver. 
The distribution on this variable shows the caregivers rated with fewer retreat-demand points than the 
mothers, probably reflecting in part the difference in roles and life circumstances as much as differences 
between the two women in personality. 
In the following chapter the sum of retreat and demand points combined for the T2 and T 3 interviews as 
shown in the above distribution are used as predictors of the stability of the arrangement. The following 
analysis however, combines the mother and sitter retreat-demand points for each arrangement at T 3 in order· 
to show in a simple way the relationship that effective adaptive behavior and maintenance of the arrangement 
has to satisfaction with the arrangement. It is clear that a retreatist mode of adaptive behavior does interfere 
with satisfaction with the arrangement. Table IO.I shows this in terms of correlation and Table 10.2 shows the 
mean number of retreat-demand points for each of the 77 cases in the sample where the sitter's and the 
mother's satisfaction with the arrangement was clearly high or clearly low. 2 
2Cases falling with ,25 standard deviation of the mean were eliminated to sharpen the differences among satisfaction groups; 
see also Chapter VI. 
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Box 10.l ADAPTIVE ORIENT A TION 
To intcrviCWt'IS'. Check the OVt'nl!I modt' \If adaplali1111 lh:1I hcsl n1s n•spnud('nl. Fnll.'I "I_" hl'Silh' lhl' 
word which you fed best describes 1he respondt•111's usuul hch11v1<>r, ".'.!"for 1lw SCl'Ollll ht1s1 word, und 
"3" for the third. The words are grouped to show srnne similarities among those in each group, but there 
iS no reason to suppose the words you select should or should not fall in the san1e group. 
Retreat Cooperation Le.dership Demand 
resigned accommodated hinted resisted 
shied obeyed persuaded asserted 
ignored acquiesced induced insisted 
avoided obliged guided ordered 
capitulated helped led domineered 
I. RETREAT 
1. resigned (herself) - connotes submission or passive acceptance 
2. shied - reacted negatively; was (or became) cautious, doubtful or unwilling. 
3. ignored - suggests a deliberate disregarding; sometimes through stubborn refusiil to face the 
facts. 
4. avoided - suggests the display of conscious effort in keeping clear of son1ething undesirable 
or hannful. 
5. capitulated -·implies surrender to a force that one has neither the strength nor the will to 
resist further. 
II. COOPERATION 
I. accom1nodated - implies a subordination of one thing to the requirements of another and 
suggests concession or compromise. 
2. obeyed ··gave into the orders or instructions of one in authority or control. 
3. acquiesced - ilnplies tacit agreement or restraint of opposition in accepting something about 
which one has reservations. 
4. obliged - did a favor for; implies a ready, often cheerful desire to be helpful. 
5. helped - lo make it easier for a person to do something; to do part of the work of; ease or 
share the labor of. 
III. LEADERSHIP 
1. hinted - connotes faint or indirect suggestion that is however intended to be understood. 
2. persuaded - implies an influehcing of a person to an action, belief, etc. by an overt appeal to 
his reason or emotions. 
3. induced - suggests a more subtle leading of a person to a course of action so that the 
decision seems finally to come from him. 
4. led - implies a going ahead in order to show the way and figuratively suggests a taking of the 
initiative. 
IV. DEMAND 
I. resisted - opposed actively, fought, argued or worked against. 
2. asserted - insisted on one's rights; stated positively with great confidence. 
3. insisted - took a stand; made a strong demand. 
4, ordered - often stresses peremptoriness; sometimes suggesting an arbitrary exercise of 
authority. 
5. do1nineered - ruled (over) in a harsh or arrogant way; bullied, tyrannized, imposed one's 
own opinion and wishes. 
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Adaptive Orientation 
Retreat-Demand 
Points 
0 
2-3 
4-7 
8-15 
16-31 
32+ 
Mother Sitter 
26 37 
7 21 
8 15 
13 13 
28 14 
23 13 
II 3 
116 116 
Table 10.I Correlations between Maladaptive 
Behavior, Duration of the Arrangementt and 
T 3 Satisfaction with the Arrangement 
Satisfaction 
Retreat/Demand Dnration (weeks) (Sum of T 3 Ladders) (Sum of T 3 Inter Sat. Ratings) 
Ret/Dem -.28 -.51 
Duration .31 
Ladder 
All correlations are significant at .01 
Satisfaction 
Sitter high, mother thigh 
Sitter high, mother low 
Sitter low, mother high 
Sitter low, mother low 
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Table 10.2 Combined Sitter-Motlier Retreat-Demand 
T 3 Points for Four Satisfaction at T 3 Groups 
Retreat and Demand 
N Mean 
39 3.49 
11 12.00 
16 11.63 
11 21.27 
F = 18.29; p<.OI 
(at p<.OI, F = 4.07) 
-.67 
.32 
.85 
Standard Deviation 
5.37 
10.54 
7.51 
10.02 
The role of this adaptive orientation variable will become more important in the next chapter as a predictor 
of instability of the arrangement. Anticipating that analysis, Table 10.3 sbows that early evidence of retreatist 
behavior by either party to the arrangement is predictive of subsequent dissatisfaction as a reason for the other 
party'S terminating the arrangement. 
Silter Dissatisfaction as Reason 
for Termination (Factor JI)* 
Mother Dissatisfaction as Reason 
for Termination (Factor I)* 
Duration 
*stability Factors explained in Chapter XI 
Table I 0.3 T 3 Correlates of Retreatist 
Behavior at T 2 
T 2 Retreatism 
by sitter 
.25 
.52 
·.30 
by mother 
.34 
.16 
.. 27 
The same pattern is shown in Table 10.4; mother's retreatism is correlated with increasing sitter 
dissatisfaction with the mother's concern for the child, and sitter's retreatism is correlated with increasing 
mother's dissatisfaction with sitter's concern for child. 
Table I 0.4 Change Correlates of Retreatismm 
Sitter Scale No. I: Satisfaction 
with Mother's concern for child 
(T3 -Ti) 
Mother Scale No. I: Satisfaction 
with Sitter's concern for child 
(T3 -T 1) 
Summary 
T 2 Retreatism 
by sitter 
.. 16 
-.38 
by mother 
-.42 
.. 22 
Certain characteristics of interpersonal behavior were found an important key to making and maintaining a 
successful family day care arrangement. This domain of "adaptive orientation and behavior" is an intervening 
link between antecedent clements of personality or social experience and subsequent satisfaction with the 
arrangement. Interviewer ratings of four types of adaptive orientation were collapsed into a dimension that 
ranged from an active, affiliative approach involving cooperative and leadership behaviors to a passive, 
nonaffiliative approach involving powerless, retreatist, or demanding behaviors. The latter maladaptive mode 
of interaction in the 1nother-sitter relationship, strongly retreatist in flavor, was more characteristic of mothers 
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than sitters, though not commonly found in either group. Nevertheless, it is an interpersonal approach that is 
associated with increasing dissatisfaction - especially of the other party - that in turn bccan1c a source of 
instability of the arrangement. The conclusion is that an affiliativc as opposed to a rctrcatist orientation is a 
key to making an arrangement with which both mother and caregiver will be satisfied. 
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CHAPTER XI 
WHO TERMINATED THE ARRANGEMENT AND WHY 
As explained in the introductory chapter, stability of the arrangement was to be defined by duration and 
reasons for termination. Both outcomes were measured at the T3 interview. Duration, of course, is strictly a 
characteristic of the arrangement, while the reason given for termination may differ for ·mothers and 
caregivers. It was not known what kind of agreement to expect between the perceptions of these reasons by 
the two parties. Nor was it known how mutual their satisfaction or dissatisfaction might be. 
As it turned out, there was a moderately high degree of agreement between mother and caregiver as to who 
terminated the arrangement and why, but changes in their general satisfaction with the arrangement were 
found to be independent of one another. It became clear during the process of coding the data that 
dissatisfaction and extrinsic reasons were related in a bi-polar fashion constituting alternative reasons for 
termination of the arrangement. A subsequent factor analysis confirmed the fact that for both mothers and 
sitters separately an index of reasons for termination ranged from dissatisfaction at one end to purely extrinsic 
termination reasons at the other end coupled with high satisfaction. 
Before proceeding to the data reduction that was achieved by the results of the factor analysis, let us 
examine the original termination variables one by one, the distributions on some of which are fmdings in 
themselves. 
Who Ended the Arrangement? 
It is clear from Table 11.1 that approximately two-thirds of both the mothers and the caregivers reported 
the arrangement as having been ended by the mothers only. 
Mother 
Sitter 
Both 
Table 11.1 Who Ended the Arrangement? 
Sitter's View 
74 
36 
6 
116 
Mother's View 
79 
32 
5 
116 
How close really was their agreement on this? Overall there was an 89 percent agreement, with 61 percent 
both agreeing that the mother ended the arrangement. See Table 11.2. 
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Mothers View 
Table 11.2 Who Ended the Arrangement: 
Mother 
Sitter 
Both 
Mothers View by Sitters View 
Sitter's View 
Mother Sitter Both 
89 percent agreement 
Reasons Given for Why Arrangement Ended 
Also coded was a variable that combined who terminated the arrangement and whether because of extrinsic 
circumstances or dissatisfaction, as seen by the mother and as seen by the caregiver. The results are shown in 
Table 11.3. This was a multiple choice code by the interviewer of the primary reason the arrangement ended at 
just this particular time. Although there might have been other reasons it would have ended in the near future 
if this event had not taken place, they were not included in this code. The results show fairly close agreement 
when the arrangement ended for extrinsic reasons but their perceptions are divergent regarding whose 
dissatisfaction it was that was the reason for termination. Each perceived her own dissatisfaction but not that 
of the other, and mutual dissatisfaction was rarely perceived although apparently it was there. 
Table 11.3 Reason Arrangement Ended 
Sitter's View 
Mother's Sitter's Unknown Sitter's Mother's Mutual 
Extrinsic Extrinsic Dissat· Dissat· Dissat· 
Circum- Circum- isfac- isfac- isfac-
Mother's View stance stance ti on ti on ti on Sum 
Mother's Extrinsic Circumstance 60 4 I 65 
Sitter's Extrinsic Circumstance 3 21 I 4 29 
Unknown 0 
Sitter's Dissatisfaction 5 5 
Mother's Dissatisfaction 6 I 2 2 I 3 15 
Mutual Dissatisfaction I l 2 
Sum 69 26 5 12 1 3 116 
75 percent agreement 
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Our own judgments regarding the reasons for termination were coded in the office as follow~: 
Office Determined Reason for Termination 
Extrinsic 
Dissatisfaction one party but no action until 
ex f.rinsic circumstances 
Dissatisfaction one party 
Mutual dissatisfaction 
76 
15 
18 
7 
116 
This coding resolved some discrepancies, but adhered closely to how things were perceived by the two parties 
to the arrangement. 
Because "extrinsic circumstances" is the most frequent main reason an arrangement ended, it is of interest 
to look at what some of these circumstances were. However, reasons for termination are difficult to place into 
mutually exclusive categories because of the sometimes complex patterns of people's lives. Although only the 
first answer to ''Why did the arrangement end?" was recorded, more than one reason may be listed for some 
arrangements. 
Change in mother's work role 
9 mother quit work 
6 mother's job ended 
4 mother pregnant 
1 mother ill 
Change in sitter's work role 
6 sitter went to work (or school ·I) 
6 sitter summer vacation 
5 sitter quit· sitting 
6 accident or illness of sitter 
Moved 
22 mother 
9 sitter 
Change in child care 
Child care in mother's home 
4 summer only by relatives (father, 2 stepdaughter, sister) 
4 grandmother came to live or for extended visit 
2 child sent to live with grandmother (temporary due to father's accident, surgery) 
3 father available to sit 
7 summer sitter (high school girl) to come in 
l friend living in 
2 nursery school 
Another sitter (why?) 
4 change in job, shifts, etc. 
1 friend said would sit for free 
1 child ill, doctor said to leave only where no other children 
3 change in sitter's husband's schedule 
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Change in marital status (only those relating to reason for termination) 
Mother 
1 separated or divorced 
3 remarried 
Sitter 
1 separated or divorced 
2 remarried or husband returned 
To summarize these results, working mothers are twice as likely as caregivers to terminate family day care 
arrangements because of changes in their basic life circumstances such as changes in work role or residence. 
Changes in marital status accounted for few disrupted arrangements. If the mothers changed their child care 
usage it was mostly for the child to remain at home. The following summary table presents the picture: 
Changes as reasons for termination 
in work role 
in residence 
in marital status 
in child care . 
to home 
to other sitter 
to nursery school 
Dissatisfaction at T 3 
Mothers 
20 
22 
4 
21 
9 
2 
Caregivers 
23 
9 
3 
The magnitude of the mothers' and sitters' dissatisfaction reported during the T 3 interview was also coded, 
and the results are shown in Table 11.4. The low correlation between their degrees of satisfaction shows that 
dissatisfaction is not always mutual by any means. 
Mother's View 
No dissatisfaction 
Little dissatisfaction 
Dissatisfaction due to way ended 
Moderate dissatisfaction 
Major dissatisfaction - recent 
Major dissatisfaction - long term 
Sum 
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Table 11.4 Dissatisfaction at T 3 
No Little 
dissat- dissat-
isfac- isfac-
ti on ti on 
23 12 
JS 5 
3 3 
I 
2 2 
43 23 
Sitter's View 
Dissat- Moderate 
isfac- dissat-
ti on isfac-
re.way tion -
ended 
2 3 
7 
I 2 
2 5 
I 2 
I 4 
7 23 
30 percent agreement 
r= .38 
Major Major 
dissat- dissat-
isfac- isfac-
tion - tioh -
recent long Sum 
6 46 
I 4 32 
I 4 
I 3 17 
I 5 
2 I 12 
4 16 116 
( 60 percent agreement for 
3-category collapsing) 
Information about specific sources of satisfaction ·and dissatisfaction were sought in the T 3 interviews. 
Check lists were supplied the interviewers to facilitate recording of some of the material they were asked to 
elicit about specific reasons for termination and areas of satisfaction and dissatisfaction at T 3 as obtained from 
the following T 3 questions: 
3. "Why did the arrangement end?" "Did you talk about this with the Mother (sitter)?" 
4. "Were there other reasons it ended?" "Was there any reason to be dissatisfied?" 
6. "Why?" (did respondent rank arrangement at ladder rung chosen at this interview?) 
7. "What was there you liked about this arrangement?" 
8. "What didn't you like about it?" 
The checklists provided the interviewers contained 39 items selected after a study of pretest interviews and 
panel study trial interview information about areas of potential dissatisfaction and reasons for tennination, 
which were grouped for ease of use by interviewers into the following categories: 
a) convenience 
b) changed circumstances 
c) own dissatisfaction with the arrangement 
d) other's dissatisfaction with the arrangement 
e) family objections 
f) day care child's adjustment 
These plus an "other" space for each category resulted in a total of 45 possible spaces to be checked here 
for any one or all of the following four columns: 
(!)Main reason for termination 
(a)was this reason discussed with other party? 
(2)Any contributing reasons to termination (not ranked, just checked) 
(3)Mentioned as satisfactory aspect of the arrangement 
(a) for this respondent 
(b )for other party to the arrangement 
(4)Source of dissatisfaction 
(a)for this respondent 
(b)for other party to the arrangement 
The specific information was obtained in order to describe arrangements at T 3 with some richness of detail; 
the task of data reduction for use in multivariate analyses purposely was left to the office staff. 
When data collection was about three-quarters complete, all of the interviewer checklists were punched and 
tallied, including some unpaired cases not used in the final analyses. Frequencies were found not to be great 
enough for any one item or for sotne item categories for use in that original form. 
The items were regrouped for coding into four categories which can be considered ordered from farthest to 
closest to the "heart of the arrangement." 
I. Extrinsic Reasons: A change in mother's child care needs or the availability of the sitter. Moving, end 
of job, sitter not sitting over summer, or mother using a high- school girl to come in for the sumn1er are 
exa1nples of circumstances extrinsic to the arrangement and responsible for termination. Use of this category 
usually implied a lack of dissatisfaction with the arrangement. . 
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2. Day Care Situation: Dissatisfaction with some aspect of the arrangement not directly related to 
behavior of mother, sitter or child. For mother this could range from distance or transportation being too 
burdensome to dissatisfaction with the neighborhood or other children in the sitter's home; for sitter, amount 
of work more than expected, husband's objection to hours of this arrangement, or child the wrong age to fit in 
with her other children. 
3. Mother-Sitter Interaction: Anger, resentment or disapproval of the other party's behavior or attitudes. 
Avoidance of discussion concerning details of the arrangement, unfair requests, attempts to exploit, not doing 
her share are examples of imbalances in reciprocity as perceived by respondents who were unhappy about 
some aspect of their interaction with the other party to the arrangement. 
4. Child-Oriented Reasons: Concern about the child's adjustment, behavior, or other's care of him. 
Discipline problems, disapproval of other's child care techniques or neglect are child-oriented reasons that 
reflect on the other party's care of the child. (Another type of child-oriented concern coded here does not 
involve implied dissatisfaction of the other's relationship with the child, but direct concern, sometimes mutual 
concern, about the child's adjustment. Dissatisfaction frequencies were too small for this to be a separate 
category. Almost no arrangements terminated because of this and very few respondents were dissatisfied. 
However, many respondents, both mother and sitter, mentioned satisfaction with the child's adjustment.) 
These four categories for source of (dis) satisfaction or reason for termination seem to be of the same level 
of generality, to have an implicit order from extrinsic to intrinsic to this arrangement, and best of all, the items 
supplied the interviewers fit into one or another category with minimal ambiguity. Only occasionally did the 
original interview notes have to be consulted in order to clarify an item for categorization. See Table 11.S. 
Table l l.5 Frequencies for Reasons for Tennination 
Extrinsic only 
Extrinsic and day care situation 
Day care situation only 
Extrinsic and mother·sitter 
Mother-sitter only 
Mother.sitter and day care situation 
Extrinsic and child oriented 
Child oriented only 
Child and day care situation or child and mother-sitter 
Child and day care situation and mother-sitter 
The Dissatisfaction Process: A Global Measure 
Mother 
69 
16 
9 
3 
I 
3 
3 
6 
5 
116 
Sitter 
79 
6 
6 
4 
3 
6 
5 
4 
2 
116 
The respondent's own rating of her global satisfaction with the arrangement at T 1 and finally at T 3 
provided the basis for a variable that measures the process of dissatisfaction as an indicator of instability in the 
arrangement. Tables I J.6 and I J.7 show both the level of satisfaction and the changes in levels of the 
satisfaction from T 1 to T 3 . Table 11.8 summarizes the gain or loss in satisfaction comparing mothers and 
sitters. It may be seen that the results are closely comparable if one defines gain or loss as a change of only one 
rung on the ladder scale, but that changes of two or three rungs on the ladder show more dissatisfaction among 
sitters than among mothers. For a description of how the ladder scale was used see Box l J. I. 
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I 
Box 11.1 THE LADDER SCALE 
The ladder used to assess respondents' overall satisfaction with their arrangements is the one developed 
by Hadley Cantril* in his study of human aspirations. The instructions were patterned closely after those 
he used, with the wording slightly different to fit each lime period. 
At each interview the ladder question was asked after the current state of the arrangement had been 
discussed in detail. At each interview the respondent was shown a ladder with rungs numbered from I to 
JO and asked where she fell her arrangement stood in relation to the best and the worst family day care 
arrangement she could imagine. At the T 2 and T 3 interviews, however, the respondent was shown on 
which rung she had placed the arrangement before, so that her current evaluation would represent her 
overall change in attitude toward the arrangement. 
*Hadley Cantril, The Pattern of Hunuin Concerns (New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1965). 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
T3 4 
3 
2 
0 0 
0 
Table 11.6 Change in Mother's Global Satisfaction with the Arrangement 
(Ladder Scores T 3 by T 1 ) 
4 10 5 11 23 20 42 
I 3 7 27 
I I 5 9 2 
Gain 
2 I 10 2 4 
I 3 2 2 
I 4 I I 3 
3 I 2 I 3 
2 I 2 
0 I 2 I 
0 
Loss 
0 I 
I I I 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
T, 
116 
38 
18 
19 
8 
10 
10 
5 Mothers 
N=116 
4 
0 
3 
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IO 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
T3 4 
3 
2 
I 
0 
Change of 
1 or more 
rungs 
Change of 
2 or more 
rungs 
Change of 
3 or more 
rungs 
Gain 
I 
0 
0 
Table 11.7 Change in Sitter's Global Satisfaction with the Arrangement 
(Ladder Scores T 3 by T 1 ) 
0 
4 7 JO 32 JO 
3 3 
4 7 3 
I 12 3 
I 3 
I I 
I 3 3 4 
0 I 2 I 
0 I I 
0 I 2 2 
Loss 
2 3 4 5 6 
T, 
Table 11.8 
7 8 
Summary of Gains and Losses in Ladder Scale Scores 
(T 3 minus T 1 ) for Mothers and Sitters 
Mother 
gain 23 
no change 58 
loss 34 
gain 15 
no change 80 
loss 20 
gai!l 6 
no change 93 
loss 16 
9 
51 
37 
3 
3 
I 
4 
I 
I 
I 
JO 
116 
43 
17 
19 
4 
3 
15 
5 
3 
6 
0 
Sitters 
N;ll6 
Sitter 
20 
57 
39 
9 
78 
29 
94 
21 
Table 11.9 cross-tabulates the change scores from the ladder scale with the office-determined reasons for 
termination of the arrangement, again showing the link between a growing dissatisfaction and reasons for 
terminating the arrangement. Also as a validity check, one can see that approximately 80 percent of the 
self-ratings showing no change from T 1 to T 3 were classified as terminating for extrinsic reasons only. 
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Table 11.9 Office Reason for Termination by Sitter and Mother 
Change Scores on Satisfaction This Arrangement Ratings 
T 3 -T 1 Sitter Ladder Scale Change 
Office Reason for Termination +IO +9 +8 +7 +6 +5 +4 +3 +2 +I 0 -I -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 -8 -9 -IO 
Extrinsic I 6 9 48 5 2 1 3 I I 76 
' 
Dissatisfaction 1 party, no \ 
termination until extrinsic 2 I 3 I 2 2 2 I I 115 
Dissatisfaction I party' I I 6 2 2 2 2 I 2 I 18 
I Mutual Dissatisfaction 2 2 2 I i 7 
I 
I 8 11 57 IO 8 5 5 6 3 1 1 116 
T3 -T1Mother Ladder Scale Change 
Office Reason for Termination + 10 +9 +8 +7 +6 +5 +4 +3 +2 +I 0 -I -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 -8 -9 -IO 
Extrinsic I 3 3 12 45 4 3 2 3 '76 
Dissatisfaction I party, no 
termination until extrinsic I I I 2 5 1 3 I I 15 
Dissatisfaction 1 party I 2 5 I 4 2 3 I 18 
Mutual Dissatisfaction I 3 2 I I ! 7 
"' ' 
4 4 16 58 6 JO 6 4 4 I I I 116 
w 
v. 
Duration 
Duration ranged from less than a week to more than two years, with a median duration of 13.5 weeks or 
approximately three months and an interquartile range of 20 weeks (from 8 to 27 weeks). The distribution is 
shown in Table I I .JO. The mean duration is 18.5 - five weeks longer than the median since the distribution is 
skewed toward long durations. Both averages are useful; it depends on whether one's interest is in estimating 
turnover of arrangements or the amount of child care service provided. 
Table 11.10 Durations of the Arrangements 
Duration N % 
less than I month 13 II 
I less than I months 23 20 
2 less than 3 mon tbs 21 18 
3 less than 5 months 21 18 
5 less than 8 months 13 11 
8 less than 12 months 15 13 
more than 12 months 10 9 
116 100% 
median: 1315. weeks 
mean: 1815. weeks 
Neither the median nor the mean, however, provides a broad enough perspective on the likely duration of 
arrangements, since one can predict the ultimate duration of an arrangement by how long it has gone on 
already. A life table of expected durations shows that the life expectancy of arrangements remains fairly 
constant even up to a year. From the life table analysis that follows, one can see that on the average an 
arrangement of any age will last about three months longer than it has already and that in terms of mean 
number of weeks one can at any point up to one year expect an average of five months additional child care 
service. 
The life table method is widely used by actuaries for the computation of insurance premiums based upon 
the expected survival of individuals of a given age group. For example, males in the 60's are expected to live so 
many years; females of the same age a bit longer and so on. Premiums are adjusted accordingly. The method, 
however, is not restricted to the survival time of people but may be applied to the average duration of any 
unit. Table I !.I I shows a partial life table for duration of family day care arrangements based on the 
durations of the present sample which, it must be remembered, had already survived their first week of life to 
be in the study. The time period is a four-week block rather than the year of actuarial tables. Examples of 
complete tables and computational methods may be found in Chiang, Introduction to Stochastic Processes in 
Biostatistic& 1 
lChin Long Chiang, Introduction to Stochastic Processes in Biostatistics New York: Wiley, 1968. 
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Table I I.I I Partial Life Table for Duration 
of Day Care Arrangements 
Age Interval Number of arrange1nents Nutnber of arrange- *Expected duration 
{in 4-week ongoing at beginning men ts ending during of arrangement 
periods*) of interval interval weeks 
Weeks Mean Median 
1-4 116 II 23.4 13.5 
5-8 I05 23 21.5 12 
9-12 82 20 21.8 11 
13-16 62 IO 22.9 12 
17-20 52 15 22.1 12 
21-24 37 7 24.8 18 
25-28 30 4 25.1 16 
29-32 26 25.1 14 
33-36 25 2 20.8 IO 
37-40 23 8 18.1 8 
41-44 15 4 19.9 16 
45-48 11 2 21.3 19 
49-52 9 I 20.8 18 
53-56 8 0 18.8 16 
57-60 8 I 14.8 12 
61-64 7 I 12.3 9 
65-68 6 2 9.5 8 
69-72 4 7.8 8 
73-76 3 4.2 8 
* The tinle period is a 28-day or 4-week interval. Overall 1nean 18.6 duration. 
Still, the fact t_hat three-quarters of the arrangements did not last more than six months calls indeed for 
some explanation, particularly since the previous study of current, on-going arrangements had a median 
duration of 6 months at time of interview and ultimately of more than one year. The question arises of how 
these previous results square with those of the present study? Well, if one enters the life table at the six-month 
age interval, the expected mean duration is an additional 25 weeks and the median duration for the six-month 
cohort is an additional 16 weeks for a total of approximately ten months. It would appear that the life table 
can offer a rough and ready estimate for the ultimate duration of a sample, given its duration at the point of 
sampling and data collection. 
For now, the best answer to the question of how long an infonnal family day care arrangement will last is 
as follows: 
anywhere from one day to seveial years; 
on the average, about three months; and 
at successive stages of survival, about three months longer than it already has. 
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In estin1ating the a1nount of service based on 1nean 11un1bers of weeks duration, fanlily day care c:.u1 he 
expected to offer a mean of more than four months overall and a life expectancy approxitnately five months 
from any four-week interval up to a year. 
A perspective on duration as an imperfect measure of stability begins to e1nerge; it is subject to drastic, 
extrinsic terminating events on the one hand and to forces of inertia on the other. The termination process 
appears to respond with delayed effect to the many varied sources of strain and disruption. Some 
arrangements are planned in advance for definite periods, while others, indefinitely made, may drag on and 
then end abruptly. Latent dissatisfaction may await some external pretext for terminating the arrangement. 
An adjustment or adaptation once established appears to continue as if by inertia. The longer it has gone on, 
the longer it will continue, though the factor of "inertia" may be seen as the result of sample attrition in 
which dissatisfied parties or those who lead more chaotic lives terminate their arrangements early, while the 
remaining sample demonstrate more stable arrangements. 
Reasons for Termination Reduced to Two Factors 
In view of the importance of obtaining satisfactory measurement of the dependent variable, as well as to 
gain an understanding of the structure of their interrelationships, a factor analysis was conducted that included 
the ten variables making up the domain of stability. The ten variables included duration, office-determined 
reasons for termination and parallel mother and sitter variables, two of which emphasized why the 
arrangement ended and two of which emphasized satisfaction/dissatisfaction only. One pair of variables 
measured the magnitude of dissatisfaction and how recent or of long-standing it was while the other pair were 
the change scores on the ladder scale (f ,-Ti). It was hoped in this way to have a global outcome variable that 
emphasized the process of dissatisfaction. Variables measuring the level of satisfaction as rated by the 
respondent and the interviewer were not included in this analysis in order to avoid giving undue weight to the 
level of satisfaction per se rather than to the association between the dissatisfaction process and the manifest 
reasons for termination. The reasons for termination though were kept general, i.e., extrinsic versus 
dissatisfaction, so that multiple regressions of the criterion on specific sources of disruption of the 
arrangement would yield new information. 
The simple correlations among the ten variables are shown in Table 1I.I2 and the factor loadings on the 
two resulting rotated factors are shown in Table 11.13. Only the first two factors had eigenvalues of greater 
than 1.00 (4.90 and 1.63), accounting for 65 percent of the total variance. The communalities are shown in 
Table 11.14. 
Of the two rotated factors that emerged, one consists of mother's dissatisfaction with the arrangement 
versus extrinsic circumstances as reasons for tenninating the arrangement and the other factor consists of 
sitter's dissatisfaction with the· arrangement versus extrinsic circumstances as the reasons for terminating the 
arrangement. The simple correlations and the factor analysis confirms the cross-tabulations shown earlier to 
ihe effect that mother's dissatisfaction and sitter's dissatisfaction represent independent processes insofar as 
they are perceived by the two parties to the arrangement. On the other hand, the correlations and the factor 
analysis also confirms a moderate degree of consensus regarding the reasons for termination, reflecting the fact 
that most arrangements terminate for extrinsic reasons. 
The third principal component consisted almost exclusively of duration which had a loading of .96. This 
unrotated factor, which had an eigenvalue of .94, accounted for an additional IO percent of the total variance. 
Very little of the variance of duration was accounted for by the two rotated factors, and it would appear that 
duration represents an additional relatively independent dimension. 
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Table 11.12 Correlation Matrix of Arrangement Outcome Variables 
Mother 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 
Dissatisfaction at T 3 
Multiple reasons for 
termination 2 .78 
Why arrangement ended 3 .66 .7S 
T3 -T 1 Ladderscale 4 -.61 -.SO -.49 
Office reason s .64 .68 .81 -.44 
Siller 
Why arrangement ended 6 .36 .43 .75 -.33 .68 
Multiple reasons for 
termination 7 .24 .42 .46 -.20 .60 .S4 
T3 -T 1 Ladder scale 8 -.18 -.22 -.36 .04 -.46 -.39 -.SO 
Dissatisfaction at T 3 9 .29 .28 .36 -.IS .61 .48 .60 -.63 
Duration 10 -.16 -.18 -.20 .17 -.18 -.14 -.13 .IO -.IO 
Table 11.13 Rotated Factor Structure of Arrangement Outcomes 
Factor Loadings 
Variable Factor I Factor II 
Mother dissatisfaction at T 3 .88 .12 
2 Mother multiple reasons for termination .8S .23 
3 Mother view of why arrangement ended .79 .42 
4 Mother T 3 -T 1 ladder scores -.78 .03 
s Office-determined reason for termination .67 .63 
6 Sitter view of why arrangement ended .4S .62 
7 Sitter multiple reasons for termination .23 .78 
8 Sitter T 3 -T 1 ladder scores -.01 -.82 
9 Sitter dissatisfaction at T 3 .12 .85 
10 Duration -.27 -.08 
Factor l: Mother Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Factor II: Sitter Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
239 
Table I l.14 Communalities of the Factor Solutions for the IO Variables 
Included in Factor Analysis of Arrangement 
Variable 
Mother dissatisfaction at T 3 
Mother multiple reasons for termination 
Mother view of why arrangement ended 
Mother T 3 -T 1 ladder scores 
Office-determined reason for termination 
Sitter view of why arrangement ended 
Sitter multiple reasons for termination 
Sitter T3 -T1 ladder scores 
Sitter dissatisfaction at T 3 
Duration 
Prediction of Arrangement Ontcomes 
Possessed now of three dependent varibles: 
Outcome Variables 
1) mother's dissatisfaction versus extrinsic circumstances as reason for termination, 
2) sitter's dissatisfaction versus extrinsic circumstances as reason for termination, 
3) duration of the arrangement, 
.782 
.775 
.791 
.606 
.840 
.587 
.654 
.679 
.730 
.080 
we are in a position to attempt to assess the sources of the stability and instability of the family day care 
arrangement. This will be done primarily by means of multiple regressions of these variables (taken separately) 
on predictor variables from early in the arrangement or from antecedent conditions, as well as by means of 
canonical correlations between the set of three dependent variables and selected sets of predictors. Since a 
stepwise multiple regression that would allow all of our predictor variables to enter would be cumbersome and 
difficult to interpret and would produce unreliable results, sets of predictors were taken a domain at a time. 
Analyses were conducted using the following sets of predictors: 
I) Seven mother demographic factors 
2) Seven sitter demographic factors 
3) Five arrangement factors 
4) Twenty-six T 1 mother and sitter variables including seven demographic and arrangement factors that 
had proven to be predictive in analyses I, 2, or 3 plus the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale that was 
administered at the end of the T 3 interview. 
5) Seventeen change scores (T 3"T i) for mother and sitter scales plus the sum of the adaptive orientation 
scores from the T 2 and T 3 interviews. 
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6) All of the predictors from analysis 5. plus seven measures from the T 3 interviews regarding aspects of 
the arrangement that had gotten better, Worse, or stayed the same and other such direct measures of perceived 
change (twenty-four variables). 
7) The T1 scales from analysis 4 measuring level, plus the change scores from analysis 6 (total of 50 
predictors). 
For all of these subproblems the F level to enter was set at 2.75; to delete 2.70. The stepwise multiple 
regressions are shown only to the first variable that contributes an increase of as little as a .02, and primary 
attention is given to those predictors contributing 5 percent or more. In Table 11.15 we have summarized the 
results of these analyses. The table shows the R2 (rather than the multiple correlation) found for the three 
criterion v:ar~~bles in their multiple regressions on the seven sets of predictors. 
1. Mother demographic factors 
2. Sitter demographic factors 
3. Arrangement factors 
4. T 1 Scales and factors 
5. T,-T1 and AO 
Table 11.15 Summary of Multiple Regressions 
of Stability Criteria on Demographic 
Factors, Arrangement Factors, T 1 Scores, 
Adaptive Orientation, T3 -T 1 Change Scores, 
and T 3 Interview Reports of Change 
Duration 
R2 
6. T3 -T 1 and AO and T3 change data 
.06 
.10 
.06 
.27 
.26 
.50 
.55 · 7. T 1 and T 3 -T 1 and AO and T3 change data 
Prediction of Duration 
M Dissat. 
(FI) 
R2 
.38 
.59 
.67 
.69 
S Dissat. 
(Fii) 
R2 
.26 
.51 
.57 
.62 
First let us look at the prediction of duration. Table 11.16 and 11.17 show the relatively limited ability of 
the background variables of the mothers and sitters to predict duration of the arrangement. However, the 
mother's Factor III involving low education and occupation and a larger family as well as Factor V of low 
neighborhood SES· together are predictive of shorter arrangements. For the caregivers the predictive factors are 
middle stage of family development, stability of residence (prior to the arrangement), and late stage of family 
development. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.16 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from Mother Demographic Factor Scores 
Predictor R 
Fiii: M's lowed, job SES :20 
FV: M's low neighborhood SES .24 
F = 3.30; p<.OS 
R1 R2 increase 
.04 .04 
.06 .02 
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Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.17 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from Sitter Demographic Factor Scores 
Predictor 
FVll: S middle stage of fam. <level. 
FIV: Stability of residence 
Fii: Slate stage of fam. <level. 
F = 4.2S; p<.OI 
R 
.24 
.29 
.32 
R2 
.06 
.08 
.IO 
R2 increase 
.06 
.03 
.02 
The factors characterizing the arrangement also account for a limited amount of the variance of duration 
(26 percent). See Table 11.18. It is the school-age arrangement and the hours of care which contribute. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.18 &tepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from Arrangement Factor Scores 
Predictor R 
Fii: School-age arrangement .22 
FI: Hours of care .2S 
F = 3.89; p<.OS 
Ri R2 increase 
.OS .OS 
.06 .02 
Demographic and arrangement factors enter again among the T1 predictors shown in Table 11.19. Among 
the attitude scales sitter's satisfaction with the child's adjustment entered first. A general confidence in sitters 
contributed S percent and hours of child care 4 percent, which we interpret as reflecting the convenience to a 
working mother of having a caregiver who can be available to sit extra hours. A long-hour arrangement, 
however, tends not to add to the mother's satisfaction with the arrangement, as shown in Table 11.24. The 
sitter's Mariowe-Crowne Social Desirability score which entered negatively may be somewhat situationally 
related to short duration because if the mother ended the arrangement early the sitter could well feel 
somewhat defensive at the T 3 interview when the Marlowe-Crowne was administered. The sitters rarely were 
not told exactly why the arrangement was terminated. How long this arrangement was planned for from the 
beginning was related to duration, as were one sitter demographic factor and one arrangement factor. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
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Table 11.19 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from Initial Levels at T 1 
Predictor R 
S sat. child's adjustment T1 .2S 
SDEMVII: S middle stage of family 
development .33 
M general confidence s's T 1 .39 
ARRTI: Hours of care .43 
How long TA planned to last .47 
Sitter Marlowe-Crowne .so 
MDEMIII: M lowed, occup with 
larger family .S2 
F = S.66; p<.OI 
Ri R2 increase 
.06 .06 
.11 .04 
.IS .OS 
.19 .04 
.22 .03 
.2S .03 
.27 .02 
Table 11.20 shows again the importance of the n1othcr's pcrt:cption of thr inh~r-ra111ily closcnl'Ss. the 
change in \Vhich accounts for 15 percent of the v:ni1111cl' or dun11ion. Si1111l:u 1ly lhl' ne.\I v.iriahll• lo L'llll't is" 
change in the 111othcr's l.lxpcctation that the child c~111 get along with any sillcr which n1akcs a ncgalivc 
contribution to duration. Mother's adaptive orientation also contributes S percent in a ncgalivc direction. 'l'hc 
evidence here is that a demanding and retreatist combination of behaviors as opposed to cooperation and 
leadership leads to shorter arrangements. 
Direction 
+ 
Table 11.20 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from T3 -T1 Change Scales, 
plus Adaptive Orientation 
Predictor R 
M family closeness T3 -T1 .39 
M expect child get along T 3 -T1 .46 
Mother adaptive orientation .51 
F = 13.44; p<.Ol 
R2 R2 increase 
.15 .15 
.22 .07 
.26 .05 
It is significant that in the next multiple regression shown in Table 11.21 the same predictors had an 
opportunity to enter as in the last one. What happens, however, is that rather than the mother's maladaptive 
behavior entering as it did before, there entered as predictors a variety of specific sources of satisfactions and 
dissatisfactions reported at T 3 interviews increasing the final R2 from 26 percent to 50 percent. It raises the 
possibility that ihe mother's adaptive capability is the key to the growth of an arrangement with which both 
she and the caregiver will be satisfied and that will be associated with stability of the arrangement. Further 
evidence in support of this hypothesis will be found in subsequent analyses. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.21 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from all Change Data and Adaptive Orientation 
Predictor R R1 
M family closeness T3 -T, .39 .15 
S: convenience worse .50 .25 
M expect child get along T 3 -T 1 .56 .32 
M: distance worse .60 .36 
M: children got along worse .64 .41 
S approval discipline T3 -T1 .67 .45 
S amount of work worse .69 .48 
S family closeness T3 -T 1 .70 .50 
F= 13.IS;p<.OJ 
R2 increase 
.15 
.10 
.07 
.04 
.05 
.04 
.03 
.02 
Finally, we turn to the summary multiple regression on all fifty of the variables now being allowed to enter. 
See Table 11.22. The strongest negative contribution is increasing inconvenience while the strongest positive 
element is an increase in inter·family closeness (mother's view). In view of the great number of arrangements 
that ended because of extrinsic reasons, the 6 percent contribution of plans for the length of the arrangement 
at T 1 is important. It lessens the impression that changes in people's lives are unplanned and unpredictable. 
The _simple correlation between duration and plans was .25 which does indiciate that while many arrangements 
end for extrinsic reasons, one or both parties may be aware from the beginning, or after a couple of weeks, of 
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the probable length of time involved. Overall, very little of the variance of duration in this analysis is 
attributable to demographic background characteristics of the n1otl1ers and the caregivers. while a substantial 
percentage is attributable to change and reports of change within the arrangement. The only T 1 predictor 
entering this regression is the initial level of sitter's feeling that caring for this child is an emotional drain. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.22 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Duration from Initial Level at T 1 , Adaptive Orientation, 
and All Change Data 
Predictor R R2 
M family closeness T 3 -T 1 .39 .15 
S: convenience worse .so .25 
M expect child get along T3 -T 1 .56 .32 
How long TA planned to last .61 .37 
M: distance worse .64 .42 
M: children got along worse .68 .47 
Sitter drain T 1 .70 .50 
ARRTI: Hours of care .72 .52 
S approval discipline T3 -T 1 .74 .55 
F = 14.15; p<.Ol 
Inter-family Closeness and Duration 
R2 increase 
.15 
.IO 
.07 
.06 
.04 
.05 
.03 
.03 
.02 
Since change in mother's perception of inter-family closeness maintained its status as the first entering 
variable contributing 15 percent of the variance, it is worth noting that it is the change in family closeness and 
not the initial level that is predictive of duration. This raises the question of which is the likely causal direction 
of this relationship. Does closeness develop simply because of the acquaintance process and the exposure to 
one another through the passage of time? Or does increasing social interaction bring about an enduring 
arrangement? These two competing hypotheses were put to a test by means of path analysis; the results of 
which are shown in Table 11.23, hypothesis No. 2 showing the effects of family closeness on duration. 
The double-headed arrows are correlations, the single-directional arrows are path coefficients. (Both models 
make the assumption that the relation between T 1 family closeness and T 3 family closeness is legitimately a 
correlational one because for the most part the level of closeness for the whole arrangement is set within broad 
limits by the prior relationship between the two women; and in any event the same correlational assumption 
has been made in both models.) The path coefficients were calculated also based on correlations that had been 
corrected for attenuation, using the appropriate alpha coefficients.This adjustment strengthens the results. 
Hypothesis No. 2 emerges as the stronger relationship; inter-family closeness does appear to lead to longer 
arrangements. The assumption that duration leads to family closeness at T 3 receives much less support on the 
basis of this path analysis which is confirmed also by a multiple regression (to be reported later in this chapter) 
in which it is the change in family closeness that positively predicts duration. Mother's view and sitter's view of 
family closeness lead to similar results. The path coefficients suggest that duration is negatively related to 
initial family closeness and positively related to subsequent family closeness. 
The Prediction of Mother's Dissatisfaction as a Reason for Terminating the Arrangement 
We turn now to the prediction of stability Factor I which is mother's dissatisfaction as a reason for 
termination of the arrangement. The four multiple regressions are presented in Tables 11.24, 11.25, 11.26 and 
11.27 and will be discussed in that order. 
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Mother's 
View of 
Inter-family 
Closeness 
Sitter's 
View of 
Inter-family 
Closeness 
Mother's 
View of 
-.IO 
-.18 
Inter-family -. I 3 
Closeness 
Sitter's 
View of 
Inter-family -.19 
Closeness 
Table 11.23 lnter-fa1nily Closeness and Duration 
A Path Analysis 
Hypothesis No. I: Hypothesis No. 2: 
The Effects of Duration 
Duration~ 
) T, 
T1 .73 
The Effects of Family Closeness 
.70 
.73 
T,~ 
)--::--Duration 
T3 .53 
T1~ )~Duration 
T, .41 
Based on correlations adjusted for attentuation * 
Duration~ )~T, 
T1 .88 
Duration~ )~T, 
T 1 .87 
.84 
.83 
T)~ 
~Duration 
T, 1.12 
T,~ )~Duration 
T3 .70 
Corrdations (Mother's View) Correlations (Sitter's View) 
T, T, T3 -T1 Duration T, T, T,-T 1 Duration 
A ~ A T, .84 -.43 -.13 D .83 -.52 -.19 D J J 
T, .70 .66 .22 u .73 .44 .06 u 
s s 
T3 -T 1 -.30 .47 .50 T -.40 .34 .40 T 
E E 
Duration -. IO .20 .39 D -.18 .06 .33 D 
- fxy --
* fxy ""-~ rxxly-; 
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Table 11.24 Stepwise Multiple Regre~ion Prediction 
of Mother Dissatisfaction as a Reason for 
Ter1nination fro1n Initial Levels at T 1 
Direction Predictor R R2 R2 increase 
Playmates reason TA T 1 .32 .IO .10 
+ SDEMI: low residential SES .42 .18 .08 
+ S family closeness T 1 .47 .22 .04 
+ ARRTI: Hours of care .51 .26 .04 
Sitter drain T 1 .54 .29 .03 
SDEMII: Late stage family <level. .57 .32 .03 
M sat. S's concern for child T 1 .60 .36 .03 
Sitter T1 ladder .61 .38 .02 
F; 8.07; p<.Ol 
Table 11.25 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Mother Dissatisfaction as a Reason for 
Termination from T 3 -T 1 Change Scales, plus 
Adaptive Orientation 
Direction Predictor R R2 R2 increase 
M sat. S's concern for child T ,-T 1 .68 .46 .46 
+ Sitter retreatist adaptive 
orientation .73 .53 .08 
S dissat. hours, etc. T 3 ·T 1 .76 .57 .03 
M preference work role T 3 .T 1 .77 .59 .02 
F; 39.81; p<.OI 
Table 11.26 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Mother Dissatisfaction as a Reason for 
Termination from all Change Data and 
Adaptive Orientation 
-Direction Predictor R R2 R2 increase 
M sat. S's concern for child T,-T1 .68 .46 .46 
+ M: M's relationship worse .77 .59 .13 
+ Sitter retreatist adaptive 
orientation .79 .63 .04 
+ S sat. M's concern for child T ,-T 1 .81 .66 .03 
M preference work role T,-T1 .82 .67 .02 
F; 45.02; p<.01 
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Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.27 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Mother Dissatisfaction as a Reason for 
Termination from Initial Level at T 1 , Adaptive 
Orientation and all Change Data 
Predictor R 
M sat. S's concern for child T 3 ·T 1 .68 
M: M's relationship worse .77 
M sat. S's concern for child T 1 .80 
S sat. M's concern for child T3 -T 1 .82 
Sitter retreatist adaptive 
orientation .83 
F = 48.83; p<.O I 
Rz R2 increase 
.46 .46 
.59 .13 
.64 .06 
.67 .03 
.69 .02 
Prediction from T 1 Data. Predicting from T1 data, the working mother was less likely to terminate for 
reasons of dissatisfaction if she made the arrangement initially in order to have playmates for her child, if the 
sitter did not have low neighborhood SES, if the families were not too close to begin with (sitter's view), and if 
there were not too many hours of child care involved. Other variables of interest also contribute 2 or 3 percent 
each. The negative contribution of sitter family closeness is consistent with the cross-lagged correlations 
reported in the previous chapter, and is further evidence in support of the findings of the previous study Child 
O!re by Kith in which the difficulties involved in making arrangements with friends were pointed out. 
Several characteristics of the sitter were related to the mother's final satisfaction with the arrange-
ment: the sitter's neighborhood, stage of family development, and hours of care, as well :,1-s sitter's satisfaction 
as reflected in her ladder score and feeling that this child was an emotional drain. 
Predicting from Everything under the Sun. A similar picture was shown by the regressions presented in 
Tables 11.25, 11.26 and 11.27. Change in the mother's satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child 
accounts for a whopping 46 percent of the variance in her dissatisfaction at T 3 as a reason for termination. An 
additional 13 percent is picked up by her T 3 statement that the mother-sitter relationship got worse and an 
additional 6 percent is contributed by her T1 level on the scale of satisfaction with sitter's concern for the 
child. If the sitter's adaptive orientation is retreating and/or demanding the mother will be more dissatisfied, 
but in these three progressive stepwise regressions that predict mother dissatisfaction as a reason for 
tern1ination, sitter's adaptive orientation tends to be replaced by elements of dissatisfaction. Further evidence 
of instability of the arrangement is that sitter's satisfaction with the mother's concern for her child predicts 
mother dissatisfaction. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Table 11.28 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Sitter Dissatisfaction as a Reason for 
Termination from Initial Levels at T 1 
Predictor R 
Sitter drain T 1 .26 
M prefer uninvolved T 1 .38 
M feels people disapprove T 1 .42 
Sitter T 1 ladder .46 
SDEMI: Low residential SES .49 
Sitter strain T 1 .51 
F = 6.46: p<.O I 
Rz R2 increase 
.07 .07 
.IS .08 
.18 .03 
.21 .03 
.24 .03 
.26 .02 
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Predicting Sitter Dissatisfaction as a Reason for Termination of the Arrangement 
The four multiple regressions of the sitter dissatisfaction~termination factor are shown in Tables 11.28, 
l l.29, l 1.30 and l 1.3 l. The caregiver's T 3 dissatisfaction as a reason for termination is related to her initial 
feeling that caring for this mother's child is an emotional drain, her ladder score, and the strain of balancing 
the demands of the caregiver role. She is less likely to become dissatisfied if she sits for a mother who initially 
prefers an uninvolved businesslike relationship. See Table 11.28. 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
Direction 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
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Table 11.29 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction 
of Sitter Dissatisfaction as a Reason for Termination from 
T 3-T 1 Change Scales, plus Adaptive Orientation 
Predictor R R2 
S sat. M's concern for child T 3 · T 1 .62 .38 
Sitter drain T 3 ·T 1 .67 .44 
Sitter adaptive orientation .69 .47 
M sat. S's concern for child T 3·T 1 .71 .51 
F = 28.60; p<.OJ 
Table 11.30 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction of 
Sitter Dissatisfaction as a Reason for Termination from all Change 
Data and Adaptive Orientation 
Predictor R R2 
S sat. M's concern for child T3-T 1 .62 .38 
S: convenience worse .68 .47 
S: S-M relationship worse .72 .52 
Sitter drain T 3-T 1 .74 .55 
Sitter: hours worse .75 .57 
F = 28.65; p<.OJ 
Table 1 I.31 Stepwise Multiple Regression Prediction of 
Sitter Dissatisfaction as a Reason for Termination from Initial Level 
at T 1 , Adaptive Orientation, and all Change Dataa 
Predictor R R2 
S sat. M's concern for child T3-T 1 .62 .38 
S: convenience worse .68 .47 
Sitter drain T 1 .74 .55 
Sitter drain T ,-T 1 .77 .60 
S: S-M relationship worse .79 .62 
F = 35.44; p<.OJ 
R2 increase 
.38 
.06 
.03 
.04 
R2 increase 
.38 
.09 
.05 
.03 
.02 
R2 increase 
.38 
.09 
.08 
.05 
.02 
Predicting from the change data by themselves (Table 11.29), the largest contribution to her ultimate 
dissatisfaction is a declining satisfaction with the mother's concern for the child (38 percent). Adding an 
increased feeling of emotional drain and a maladaptive manner of dealing with problems that arise bring the 
R2 up to 47 percent. Perhaps related to the feeling that this child is an emotional drain is the fact that the 
mother's increasing satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child becomes a source of dissatisfaction for 
the caregiver. One gels a picture.of a sHter who is laking 1norc care of the child, finds this wearing, but is not 
able to face the mother with her dissatisfaction. 
The next regression bears out the impressions of the previous one. Among the T 3 reports of change we find 
lhe sitter saying that the convenience of the arrangen1ent became worse as well as the mother-sitter 
relationship and the hours. This rounds out the picture of the vulnerability of some caregivers and of the 
conditions under which they become dissatisfied. 
The final regression simply adds detail to the picture. One notes, however, that the initial feeling of 
emotional drain strengthens over time; thus, T 1 plus T 3 -T1 emotional drain together contribute a total of 13 
percent to the R2 of the caregiver's ultimate dissatisfaction. Initial levels of drain probably reflect variations in 
the inner resources caregivers bring to the arrangement, while the subsequent change probably reflects the 
additional drain of actual child care, especially for the children in question. In general, most of the variance in 
the sitter's dissatisfaction at T3 a~ a reason for termination can be accounted for by her growing dissatisfaction 
with the mother's concern for her child. The caregiver's dissatisfaction with the child's adjustment contributes 
little to this picture, probably because her interaction with the child is less problematic and more gratifying. 
This difference between the predictors of mother's and sitter's dissatisfaction as a reason for termination 
seems to .be important and was analyzed further in relation to T 3 interview data. In the T 3 interview 
respondents were asked what they liked and didn't like about the arrangement, such as how the children got 
along, the hours, convenience, the mother·sitter relationship. They were asked whether these things got better 
or worse or stayed the same, and then they were asked whether any of these things had anything to do with 
the arrangement's ending. For sitters, the mother-sitter relationship figured importantly in the termination of 
the arrangement, while for mothers, satisfaction with child's adjustment was important. These results are 
shown in two small multiple regressions of the mother and sitter dissatisfaction factors: 
Mother says she was satisfied with the child's 
adjustmeni 
Mother says the mother-sitter relationship had to 
do with the arrangement's ending 
M's dissatisfaction-termination 
Factor I 
.51 
.15 
R2 ~ .66 
Comparable results were obtained by using a somewhat similar criterion variable. In the T 3 interview, 
respondents were asked if they would have this arrangement again, "Would you take care of Mrs. X's child 
again?" Or ''Would you have Mrs. Y take care of your child again?" The question and the coding of the 
conditions under which the respondent would make this arrangement again provided a reasonably close 
approximation to the satisfaction factors (.73 for mothers and .66 for sitters). 
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Sitter says she was satisfied with t11e 
mother-sitter relationship 
Sitter says the mother-sitter relationship 
had to do with the arrangement's ending 
Sitter says she was satisfied with the 
child's adjustment 
The Role of Adaptive Orientation 
R2 
S's dissatisfaction-termination 
Factor II 
.so 
.13 
.IO 
R2 ~.73 
Additional evidence of the critical way in which maladaptive modes of behavior contribute to the 
instability of the arrangement is supplied by a two-root canonical correlation between a set of eight predictor 
variables involving initial satisfaction levels at T 1 and the three stability variables: duration, mother and sitter 
dissatisfaction as the reason for termination. The evidence in Table 11.32 shows that sitter AO (that is, the 
sum of demanding plus retreatist behaviors) stands out as having the largest coefficient in its set in correlation 
with the linear combination of instability factors. Removal of this root leads to more complicated results in 
the second canonical root. Here the affiliative, cooperative sitter who feels already at the beginning of the 
arrangement that this child is an emotional drain is coupled with a demanding or retreatist mother. This 
unstable combination is predictive of mother satisfaction, sitter dissatisfaction and a shorter arrangement. We 
see in this a picture of a sitter paying an emotional price for her cooperative behavior in an arrangement with a 
working mother whose adaptive capabilities are less effective, with the result that though the mother may be 
satisfied, the caregiver's dissatisfaction is a reason for ending the arrangement prematurely. 
Summary and Conclusion 
The study of process culminated in a series of multiple-regression predictions of stability outcomes. The 
effort to account for the relative stability or instability of the family day care arrangement is summarized as 
follows: 
1. On global measures of satisfaction, as on measures of the particular sources of satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction reported above, we find a profile of generally high mean levels of satisfaction. This is true 
initially, shortly after the arrangement begins, and is sustained throughout despite some statistically significant 
but undramatic losses in mean levels over time. 
2. This picture is consistent with the finding that three-fourths of the arrangements ended not due to 
dissatisfaction but for purely extrinsic reasons involving changes of job, residence, and need for out-of-home 
day care. 
3. Nevertheless, dissatisfactions were important for many, and at least a little dissatisfaction was detected 
among three-fifths of the mothers and caregivers. 
4. One finds that caregivers are more likely than mothers to be dissatisfied, perhaps because caregivers are 
less likely to be the ones to terminate the arrangement. Despite dissatisfaction sitters tend to continue carin.g 
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Table 11.32 Canonical Correlation Between 
Selected Predictors and the Th~ee Stability Criteria 
Stability 
duration -.29 
mo dissat factor .72 
si dissat factor .51 
A=.42;df=24; X2 =89.32, p<.OJ 
duration -.24 
mo dissat factor -.66 
si dissat factor . 74 
A=.72; df=14; X2 =34.72, p<.OI 
.64 
.48 
! 
( 
~.12 Mother sat sitter concern T 1 
.22 Mother guilt child's adjustment T 1 
-.26 Mother prefer bus. relationship T 1 
.83 Sitter AO retreatist 
.12 Mother AO retreatist 
.05 Sitter sat mother concern T 1 
.18 Sitter drain T 1 
.10 Sitter sat child's adjustment T 1 
.17 Mother sat sitter concern T 1 
. -.18 Mother guilt child's adjustment T1 
-.38 Mother prefer bus. relationship T 1 
-.46 Sitter AO retreatist 
.64 Mother AO retreatist 
-.08 Sitter sat mother concern T 1 
.79 Sitter drain T 1 
.28 Sitter sat child's adjustment T 1 
for a child until the arrangement is discontinued by the day care consumer. A working mother, if dissatisfied, 
can terminate the arrangement simply by not bringing the child, but a caregiver can terminate only by 
communicating her decision to the user. It would appear, too, that caregivers subscribe to a norm of providing 
service as long as the user wishes it. Thus, the relationship of satisfaction to duration of the arrangement is 
attenuated by variations in tolerance for dissatisfaction, especially on the part of caregivers. 
5. The median duration was three months, and three-quarters of the arrangements studied were 
terminated within six months. However, a life table analysis showed that the life expectancy of arrangements 
remains fairly constant even up to a year. On the average, an arrangement of any age will last about three 
months longer than it has already. Sharply better results are shown by calculating the mean number of weeks 
of additional child care service one can expect at any age interval of the arrangement. 
6. Instability of the arrangement was measured by means of three indicators: mother's dissatisfaction 
and sitter's dissatisfaction as reasons for terminating the arrangement, as well as number of weeks duration of 
the arrangement. These indicators were the result of factor analysis and provided three independent factors for 
outcome variables. The process by which mothers became dissatisfied was distinctly different from the 
dissatisfaction process for the caregivers. 
7. Major predictors of sitter dissatisfaction as reasons for termination were:· a loss of satisfaction with 
the mother's concern for the child; an increasing sense of inconvenience; an initial and increasing feeling that 
this child was an emotional drain. Dissatisfaction with the child's adjustment was not a contributor; rather 
sitter's concern focused on the attitudes and behaviors of the mother primarily. Sixty-two percent of the 
variance of sitter's dissatisfaction as a reason for termination was accounted for (not including predictors that 
contributed less than 2 percent). 
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8. Mother's dissatisfaction as a reason for tennination of the arrangen1ent was predicted pritnarily 
by: initial lack and subsequent loss of satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child; and a worsening 
relationship between 11101.hcr and sitter. However, if having a play1nate ror the child was a reason for having 
this arrangen1ent, then t11is served to prevent the n1othcr's dissatisfaction as a reason for tenninalil)ll of the 
arrangement. Though most mother-sitter pairs were n1utually satisfied, there was evidence of nonn1utuality, 
indeed of a kind of social dissonance, in which mother satisfaction appears to be coupled with, and perhaps at 
the expense of, sitter's dissatisfaction: sitter's initial global dissatisfaction (T 1 ladder); sitter's initial feeling 
that caring for this child is an emotional drain; and increasing sitter dissatisfaction with the mother's hours, 
demands, and lack of planfulness. Apparently also negative reactions to the caregiver contributed to the 
mother's dissatisfaction as a reason for termination: sitter's low residential SES; sitter's initial high degree of 
family closeness; sitter's tendency to respond to problems with a retreatist mode of adaptive behavior; and 
sitter's loss of satisfaction with the mother's concern for the child. Sixty-nine percent of the variance of 
mother dissatisfaction as a reason for termination was accounted for. 
9. Turning to predictors of duration of the arrangement and accounting for 55 percent of the variance, 
we find the following characteristics: 
Mother Characteristics 
SES 
How long the arrangement was planned to last 
If mother was not retreatist in her mode of behavior 
If she has a general confidence in sitters 
If mother begins to feel that child just couldn't get along with any sitter, but only with this one 
If the children don't get along worse as time goes on 
Increasing closeness between the two families (m's view) 
- When the distance seems worse as time goes on 
Sitter Characteristics 
Middle and late stages of family development 
Stability of residence 
If sitter does not express a high initial level of emotional drain at T 1 
If she does not score high in defensiveness on the Marlowe-Crowne Scale 
- If sitter's initial satisfaction with the child's adjustment is high 
And if she did not come to feel more disapproving of mother's discipline (T 3 -T 1 ) 
If there is an increasing closeness between the two families in the sitter's view (T 3 -T 1) 
If the sitter finds the arrangement increasingly inconvenient 
10. A retreatist mode of behavior by mother or caregiver viz a viz the other was usually manifested early 
in the arrangement and apparently led to dissatisfaction by the other party - dissatisfaction that became 
~eason for terminating the arrangement. 
11. Replicating the results of Child care by Kith, panel data also showed that the degree of social distance 
or inter-family closeness between mother and sitter is a balance that is associated with the duration of the 
arrangement; high initial closeness is associated with short durations while an increasing and subsequent 
closeness is an important contributor to an enduring arrangement. Also, going back a step in the process, 
cross-lagged correlations showed that satisfaction with the other woman's concern for the child contributed to 
interMfamily closeness but not vice versa. 
We asked "Who terminates the family day care arrangement and why?" The answer is: mostly the mothers 
and mostly for extrinsic reasons rather than dissatisfaction, yet analysis of the stability outcome suggests that 
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the social interaction _between mother and caregiver can indeed be a source of dissatisfaction and disruption of 
the arrangc1ncnt. Multiple regressions accounted for 55 percent of the variance of duration, 62 percent or 
sillc r and 69 perccn I of n101 llcr Llissa t isf;iction as a reason for tcrrnina ti on, ignoring predictors that contributed 
less than 2 percent. 
Required for a succcssf'ul outcotne scents fo ht' an affilialivc 1nodc of adapfivl" hchavinr hv holh parlirs, 
with active attention by then1 to n1ainte11ance of the relationships involved. Re1rca1is1 bchavH>r by l)!Jc P"llY 
leads to dissatisfaction by the other. In the positive direction, increasing satisfactions lead to increasing 
closeness between tbe two families, creating an additional bond that is associated with an enduring 
arrangement. 
The dissatisfactions that are reasons for termination are distinctly different for mothers and sitters; critical 
for the mother is the adjustment of the child, critical for the sitter is her relationship to the mother, since she 
herself tends to be happy with tbe child unless the mother's discipline or other behavior is a matter of concern. 
Critical for botb mother and caregiver alike is the other woman's concern for the child. Although mutual 
satisfaction characterizes most relationships, there is evidence also of mother satisfaction at the expense of 
sitter dissatisfaction, suggesting some sources of tension and instability that may be inherent in family day 
care. Perhaps such socially dissonant arrangements would be amenable to intervention were supportive services 
available or perhaps tbey would respond to greater general understanding of the interactional conditions that 
make for successful arrangements. 
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CHAPTER XII 
CASE STUDIES 
Introduction 
This chapter presents a series of case studies. Each case presentation consist5of two parts: 
I. interview material about the way in which the arrangement was initiated, how it developed, and why it 
terminated; 
2. a case profile consisting of: 
a. mother demographic factor scores 
b. sitter demographic factor scores 
c. arrangement factor scores 
d. typology classification of mother and sitter 
e. adaptive orientation showing degree of retreatist behavior 
f. mother attitude scales, raw scores, and standard scores at T1 , T2 and T3 interviews 
g. sitter attitude scales, raw scores, and standard scores at T 1 , T 2 and T 3 interviews 
h. stability criteria: (i) factor scores on mothers' and sitter's dissatisfaction as reason for termination; (ii) 
number of weeks duration of the arrangement. 
These case studies are not presented in the richness of clinical detail that might lead to full interpretations 
of the motivations and behaviors of the working mother and the caregiver. The case studies are designed to 
illustrate what the study is about. The case studies are intended: 
I) To illustrate some of the more important measures used in the study. (For fuller discussion of the 
measures, the reader is referred back to Chapter Ill for the demographic factors, Chapter IV for the 
arrangement factors, Chapter VI for the typology classifications, Chapter VIII for the scales, and the 
distributions on them, and Chapter XI for the stability factors.) The case profile is designed to make it 
easy to see at a glance how typical or atypical a case is by inspection of the standard score. For example, 
a standard score of -I.I means that the respondent scores a little more than l standard deviation below 
the mean for the sample on that scale (factor scores, of course, already come standardized with a mean 
of 0 and a standard deviation of 1). The raw scores are also given (except on factors) so that one can see 
the absolute change in scale scores from beginning to end of the arrangement. 
2) To illustrate key relationships that are the findings of the study. Although each case is an N of l, 
nevertheless it may represent a relationship cited previously in the study such as that suggested by the 
correlation between initial satisfaction with the sitter's concern for child and subsequent inter-family 
closeness. 
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3) To provide evidence of the validity of the scales by showing their correspondence to interview judgments 
and interview data. The cases were not selected for presentation on the basis of scale scores, but on the 
basis that they represented the several types of arrange1nents anticipated by the typology. Thus the cases 
illustrate the fact that the diverse sources of dala used in the study produced consistent results. 
4) To reveal the variety of types of mothers, of sitters, and of arrangements found in the study. The 
typology was intended in a global way to distinguish arrangements that were importantly different in 
their social relationships. Methodologically, such a global typing of cases was useful as a conceptual 
framework, as a seat-of-the-pants characterization of arrangements as revealed by observation, 
experience, pilot studies, and clinical impressions. ~s an integrative working hypothesis, it guided a 
study that relied heavily on measurement and analysis of a great many variables. 
Developed early in the Field Study, the typology was modified on the basis of the first study reported in 
Child Qzre by Kith. A four-type typology with an implicit two-dimensional structure proved to be too 
parsimonious, failing to capture the one most frequent type encountered in the first study. It was a type that 
fell somewhere between types I - the extended family-like arrangement and II - the commercial arrangement, 
and became referred to during that study as the "high-type H's." This led to a redefinition of types for use in 
the longitudinal study, !he "high-type H's" becoming the type B of the present study. 
The typology may be conceived as structured along three dimensions: 
a) This dimension takes into account the social distance or friendship betwe"ln the two families and it 
takes into account the scope and frequency of social interaction between the two families. At one 
end are the arrangements between people who knew each other previously and consider themselves 
friends; their social relations extend to other areas of life than child care. At the other end of this 
dimension are the arrangements between strangers who, though they may develop friendly relations 
with one another, limit the scope of their relationship to the child care arrangement. 
b) the degree to which the arrangement is child oriented. This dimension involves the purpose of the 
arrangement and especially the warmth and motivations of the caregiver and attention to both the 
expressive and instrumental aspects of child care. At the other end of this dimension are arrangements 
in which child care became lost in a variety of other preoccupying concerns, such as mercenary 
attitudes or neurotic interpersonal involvements. 
c) the degree of organization and planning regarding the arrangement. The planfulness may be implicit 
and taken for granted as in Types A and Dor explicitly articulated as in Types Band C. At the other 
end of this dimension are the chaotic arrangements, unplanned, poorly defined - a marginal situation 
for a child adrift between two worlds that are poorly integrated. These arrangements may be born of 
desperation and reflect the chaotic lives of the participants or may arise from overzealous caregiver 
concern for the child leading to a rescue operation in which a supplemental child care arrangement 
becomes too autonomous and usurps parental prerogatives. 
The place of the types in the three-di)Ilensional model is shown in Figure 12.1. In a way Type A might be 
thought of as the prototype of the family day care arrangement because of its analogy to the extended family. 
In turning beyond kinship resources, one usually turns first to friends or prior relationships. They represent an 
easy and useful way to introduce oneself to family day care. However 1 these relationships are less serviceable 
for the long haul; one soon turns to others when finding permanent child care. Experience in family day care 
teaches one that the benefits to be gained by not using relatives are also to be gained by not. using friends. 
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The benefits are those that accrue to the Type B arrange1nent which e1nerges as the do1ninant and 1nost 
successful type of family day care arrangement. Not only is it the type that is found with greatest frequency, it 
is the type with the greatest potential for stability. It is an arrangement n1ade between strangers; yet within the 
context of a contractual relationship, friendly relations emerge. Intended for the long haul, it is also well 
constructed to make tlie trip and is characterized by mutual satisfaction with the child's adjustment and with 
the other's concern for the child, with the mother's planfulness, and the mother's discipline among a 
reciprocity of balanced satisfactions. There may be a tinge of anxiety over sitter possessiveness but this is not 
allowed to get out of hand, and a variety of strains are considered part of the role. 
The investigation of the typology, then, suggests a parsimonious theory of the stability of the family day 
care arrangement along the lines of the three dimensions of the typology. Stability may be said to arise from: 
1) an optimum degree of social distance. Arrangements between friends may be of two kinds, those started 
between friends and those in which mother and sitter become friends. Only the latter have the requisite 
conditions for stability, while friends may only be used temporarily. The task of renegotiating a prior 
relationship from one of friendship or assumed friendship to one involving the exchange of money for 
services proves hazardous to the friendship and to the child care arrangement. On the other hand, a 
well-negotiated contractual relationship between strangers is consistent with friendly relations in which 
(Proposition No. 3) mutual satisfaction breeds a friendship that, in this context, becomes an additional 
bond of an enduring arrangement.. 
2) an optimum maintenance effort by both parties to the arrangement, that is an active, affiliative 
interpersonal approach as opposed to a retreatist failure to communicate or cope with problems that 
arise. Primarily the content of such communication will be about plans, the child's needs, illness, 
pleasant anecdotes, and a sharing of interest in the child. In emphasizing communication we are 
suggesting that the amount of communication be optimum; sufficient, but not too much, respecting the 
functions of ignorance that also may be necessary for successful diadic relationships. Retreatist behavior 
of one party to the arrangement leads to dissatisfaction of the other. A retreatist orientation is apt also 
to be ~ssociated with one's own dissatisfaction; it is the intervening variable in the satisfaction-
dependence hypothesis according to which the feeling of dependence, necessity, compulsion, or duress 
results in making arrangements with which one will be dissatisfied; while under conditions of freedom of 
choice, one makes decisions with which one will be satisfied. 
3) a reciprocity of child-oriented concerns, behaviors, and satisfactions. This must involve mutual 
satisfaction with the other's concern for the child. However, it also involves a reciprocity of diverse, 
dissimilar, and sometimes divergent satisfactions that, as stated in Proposition No. 2, perhaps are 
concealed from one another to some degree in the interpersonal situation. Some imbalance in 
satisfactions is consistent with instability; sitters tolerate more dissatisfaction without tenninating the 
arrangement. Also, behind the reciprocity of diverse satisfactions lies a tolerance for wide variation in 
the social class characteristics of the other party, as noted in Chapter III. There appears to be a realistic 
acceptance of the complementary roles performed by the other party to the arrangement and little 
demand for similarity except in the other's child-oriented concern. (It should be pointed out that a 
definitive testing of similarity and complementarity theory as competing explanations of the matching 
process or of stability was not attempted.) 
In Chapter VI, the evidence was presented that Type B is associated with mutual satisfaction of both 
mother and sitter and mutual satisfaction with duration of the arrangement. In Chapter XI, we also saw that 
these three dimensions are linked to one another in joint prediction of the stability criteria. Of course, the 
interviewer's typology judgment could not be expected to be an encompassing predictor of stable 
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arrangement; loo much variation is associated with specific sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction and 
especially with extrinsic forces on which any arrangen1ent is contingent, to say nothing about the unexplained 
sources of variation that we did not have the wit to n1easure. One kind of investigation that was not pursued 
successfully or fully was to explore the extent to which the different types sho\vcd different p:tllcrns of 
satisfaction, as we had expe<..·led t11ey \vould. 1'he rt'sulls. as an:1lytl'll. suppnr! lhl' vil''" 1h:11 lht• 111,•i1s111l'S l•f 
sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction are relevant lo aU types and that the types do differ in degree of 
satisfaction on these measures. Ultimately a cluster analysis on a sufficiently large number of cases of each 
type would be required to test the typology satisfactorily. So far the typology appears to have been partially 
validated as an economical summary of the findings. And it did generate a fruitful set of explanatory 
hypotheses about the process by which stable family day care arrangements are made and maintained. 
The Case Studies 
The following case descriptions are disguised to protect the identities of respondents. All data shown in the 
case profiles, however, remain unchanged. 
Arrangements Between Friends: The Type A Arrangement (and One Like Type D) 
The following two cases illustrate arrangements between friends. In No. 24 a friendship was lost over the 
arrangement; in No. 5 dissatisfaction led to terminating the arrangement but the friendship was preserved. 
Both arrangements ended within eleven weeks. 
No. 24 Friends who Lost Friendship. This was a 20 year old mother whose husband was in training, and her 
salary made up most of a $6500 family income. They had one child - a toddler for whom they needed care 
five days a week from 7:30 to 4. They made an arrangement with an 18 year old friend whom the mother had 
known for several months. She liked having a sitter who was near her own age and the children already knew 
each other. Her sitter had a toddler of her own. Her husband was in his mid-twenties and earned a modest 
salary. 
The child care ~rrangement was to last indefinitely but it was over in eleven weeks. From the sitter's point 
of view, problems developed about the mother's hours and lack of promptness in picking up the child, about 
getting along with the mother's over handling the child, and not being told when the child had a cold. She had 
no complaints about the child. 
The mother was not retiring about her wishes, but was not successful in getting what she wanted. She liked 
aspects of the arrangement, especially companionship for the child who learned to share. However, by the T2 
interview, the mother's irritation was apparent over a number of issues: sitter won't change baby often enough 
or use bib she sent, sitter had moved farther away but it wasn't inconvenient yet, disputes over feeding 
instructions and too much conversation with mother's husband. One day sitter didn't feed hiln because she 
wasn't told what to feed him. Mother took back money saying, "You don't deserve this; and we won't be 
needing you any more." 
The scales, consisting of respondent self-report data, were consistent with interview content in showing 
growing dissatisfaction from T 1 to T2 and T3 . Mother's preference for an uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
(M Scale No. 16) reveals a striving toward social distance on the part of one whose arrangement grew out of a 
prior relationship. The degree of friendship or inter-family closeness, as perceived by both parties, dropped 
sharply after the T 1 interview. 
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PROFILE OF CASE #--~~-----­
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
I Hi Family SES .5 
I I Change of Residence - I, ;/-
111 M's low Ed & Occup ;, o 
IV Early stage fam. devel. , '7 
V,Low neighborhood SES ,5 
ARRAHGEMHIT 
Hours of care 
Sch age arrang. 
Pay 
Yn!] ch 1 d, new work 
Full hse pre-sch. 
,3 
,7 
-.3 
m , 'I 
-·7 VI rlice house; pre-sch fam.-;J,::, 
VII M's hi earn & occup, , / 
LCM Residential SES /,'f 
Late stage fam. devel, - , 7 
Economic s tabi 1 i ty _ , z 
Stability residence - ,2, 4 
Ed & occup SES - 3 
Hice house and neigh. 1: o 
Mlddle stage fam. devel. ,3 Age of mother: :2/) (...1,1) 
Age of sitter: /J" (-IS/ 
TYPOLOGY: mother: l/OG/106,GCD sitter: Ol/8,0118,C.GD 
ADAPTIVE ORIElffATIOi'I: mother: /fl{, 7) sitter: 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s's possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13, Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3, Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Oissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
JO. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
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/4 {/,!) 
Mother 
3,27 
Sitter 
,,3/ 
I I {-, 5) weeks 
PROFILE OF CASE#-""---------
MOTHER DEMOGRAPfl!C 
Hi Family SES . f 
II Change of Residence - . 5 
Ill M's low Ed & Occup 1.2 
IV Early stage fam. devel. -/, 4 
V.Low neighborhood SES -/, ;/ 
VI ,·lice ho Use; pre-sch ,far.i. _, :z 
Vil M's hi earn & occup. -,.§ 
TYPOLOGY: mother: //,It, It 
SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
La; Residential SES - 1.2 
Late stage fam. devel. -,5 
Economic stability _ / Stability residence _ · J' 
Ed & occup SES .' .2. 
ll~ce house and neigh. , 7 
111 ddl e stage fam. deve l .. 7 
sitter: /1 19 ,;:; 
-- ) , 
ARRANGEMEtlT 
Hours of care , 3 
Sch age arrang. , ? 
Pay /,.5 
Ynq ch l d, ne1·1 work m -;, 4 
Full hse pre-sch. -/,.ti 
Age of mother: ..24 (,5) 
Age of sitter:.iu;t-.-i,J 
ADAPTIVE OR!ENTAT!Oi~: sitter: / (-, ,:) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s 1 s possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. lnter-fami ly closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic' need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Dura ti on 
Mother 
-.3&. 
10 (-, t,) weeks 
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No. 5 Friends who Saved Friendship. This arrangen1ent involves a 26 year old 1nothcr and a sitter of the 
same age. Their husbands are both older by a few years. The sitter's children are u little older thun the 
mother's which were 3 (a girl) and 6 (a boy). Sitter's husband makes $8000 as a carpenter while mother's 
husband earns $9000, and she makes half that much. 
One year previously, mother and sitler had both worked at the same place, and their friendship led to this 
arrangement. Actually mother's husband approached sitler with the suggestion. She agreed and called to offer 
saying that she "knows what it's like to be a working mother and how important it is to have confidence in a 
sitter." There was no need to discuss physical care or disciplinary aspects of the arrangement because they 
knew each other so well and had similar standards of child rearing. Plans were indefinite as to how long the 
arrangement was to be. 
By the time of the second interview, however, the sitter was beginning to feel some fatigue and did not plan 
to continue babysitting after this arrangement which she continued only lo help her friend. At the same time 
the mother realized this arrangement "wasn't perfect" and began looking for another sitter, though she did not 
discuss this yet. 
The arrangement was terminated at ten weeks by the sitler because she felt she could not handle the 
mother's 6 year old boy and it wasn't being fair to him. When she picked up the children, the mother noticed 
that the sitter had frequent headaches and asked if it was related to having the kids. Sitter admitted that it 
was, and mother suggested that the arrangement terminate. They had agreed before it began that if any 
problems arose they would end the arrangement. They could be open with each other, and communication 
remained good. 
The mother felt at a disadvantage in the babysitting market; she found a new sitter but was not satisfied, 
and sitter meanwhile decided not to contintie giving day care. Despite some growing dissatisfaction, the bonds 
of friendship were preserved, as shown by consistently extreme scores on the inter.family closeness scales. 
From Strangers to Friends: The Type B Arrangement 
Three cases illustrate the process by which comparative strangers n1ake an arrangement, maintain the 
relationships, become increasingly satisfied, and are rewarded by a bonus of growing friendship. Two of these 
(Nos. 30 and 46) were the longest arrangements in the study; they were still going on after almost two years 
and the T3 interviews were completed as if the arrangements had been terminated. The two differ sharply in 
socioeconomic circumstances, arrangement characteristics, and on whether or not sitter's possessiveness 
becomes an issue in a long-term family day care arrangement. The third case (No. 75) in this group also has the 
characteristics of stability although it terminated in 24 weeks for extrinsic reasons. All three cases represent 
the Band BC types initially, and the two long-term ones were typed A or BA by the time of the T3 interview. 
No. 46 Strangers to Friends No 1. This 24 year old mother and her husband both had a college education 
and together had an income of $1100 per month. She was a secretary for an insurance company. They had one 
daughter 7 months old when this arrangement began. The sitter, 26, and her husband, 30, and a laborer, lived 
in the same neighborhood as the mother. Their family income was $400 per month. They had three children 
of their own ranging in age from 3 to 8. 
Sitter had one other day care child, a 4 year old boy. The mother answered the sitter's newspaper ad. They 
were strangers when the arrangement began. The sitter was sitting for extra money, she wanted a child to care 
for, and she had wanted a playmate for her own child. She had not considered taking a baby but later decided, 
"It's the best possible kind of arrangement." She felt the mother was easy to talk to and liked the quality of 
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PROFILE OF CASE # ___ .:..u."-------
MOTHER OE/'10GRAPHIC SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC ARRA/J GEMENT 
Hi Family SES . 7 Low Residential SES ,.:l, Hours of care .R' 
II Change of Residence ,,;, Late stage fam. devel. - ,'7 Sch age arrang. , o 
IIIM'slowEd&Occup. -/,0 Economic stability . 2. Pay - . .3 
IV Early stage fam. devel. . tb Stability residence - .3 Yng chld, ne1·1 work m /.3 
V.Low neighborhood SES . ~ 
VI ;·Ii ce ho Use; pre-scl1 fam. , "/ 
Ed & occup SES - /. 0 Full hse pre-sch. _ ,5 Iii ce house and neigh. . J' 
11\ddle stage fam. devel.-, I VII M's hi earn & occup. ,L/-
TYPOLOGY: mother: 8{!, 8, llt3 sitter: .8, 8.,, 1?6 
Age of mother: .2;./ r I I) 
Age of sitter: .:zu,C-,6') 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION: mother: O /- /, O) ~:o[-,7) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference 1-1ork role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s 1s possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
Mother 
-,70 
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care the mother gave the child. The 111other felt t11c baby would adapl to the sitter's household and thal she 
and the sitter shared the s:unc philosophy "When he's tired he sleeps, when he's hungry he cats." The 
n1other was pleased th;.11 the "hours worked out so thal we didn't inlcrfcrt~ wilh lhc f<unily when her husband 
is home." 
At the second interview the sitter's other arrangen1ent had ended, and she had no new children. She said, "I 
couldn't have it any better." She was pleased that she had the freedom to take the baby places with her. The 
mother found working sometimes tiresome but broadening. She liked family day care now, but when the child 
is older she thought she would like an "educational setting." She admitted that sometimes she was late picking 
up the child but this was because of her ride home from work. Talking to the sitter was easy. 
At the end of the study the arrangement had lasted nearly two years and was still continuing. The sitter had 
one new day care child. The mother and sitter became casual friends and occasionally visited each other. The 
sitter felt the mother was very considerate, she gave the mother advice when she asked questions, they always 
discussed the child but details were no longer necessary. The mother felt that she and the sitter communicated 
well and had a mutual love for the day care child. The sitter cooperated in toilet training and weaning from a 
bottle and washed tl1e diapers. "This wasn't necessary, but I think it's wonderful," the mother said. She was 
especially pleased with the way the sitter expressed herself since the child was learning to talk while at the 
sitter's. The mother said the child adjusted to other adults and other children, and this experience makes an 
only child more independent. 
As revealed by the attitude scales, the sitter became increasingly satisfied with the child's adjustment, and 
sitter sustained a high degree of satisfaction with the mother's concern for child, for her discipline of the child, 
and for her consideration about hours, demands, and planfulness. The emotional drain of caring for this child 
was minimal, but there were other costs; she felt increasing strain from the competing requirements of family 
and sitter roles. 
The mother also became increasingly satisfied with the child's adjustment and with the sitter's concern for 
the child. Initially, just after making this arrangement for her 7 month old baby, she had complaints about the 
sitter's possessiveness, but these feelings evaporated as time went on. By the end of the arrangement, the 
mother scored very high on the scale of inter-family closeness. This perception was somewhat one-sided, 
although from the sitter's view the relationship did steadily shift from social distance toward closeness. 
No. 30 Strangers to Friends No. 2. This is an example of a young, inexperienced mother and an older, 
experienced sitter. The mother and her husband, both 19, lived in a small neat apartment with the 4 month 
old baby boy. Answering a newspaper ad, they made an arrangement with a sitter, 36, and her husband, 39, 
who had six children of their own ranging in age upwards from IO years old, one of whom left home. Sitter's 
husband earned around $400 per month. They lived in a modest older neighborhood. There was one other 
child in day care(age 2) and four other children were cared for irregularly. 
The sitter named the price, $3 a day+ .50 a day to pick up and deliver the children, and the mother agreed. 
An indefinite time was planned for the arrangement. The mother was pleased with the sitter's standards of 
child rearing, that the child got love and attention, that he was dry and ate well. The mother was free from 
worry about her child and was glad there were other children at the sitter's. 
At the time of the second interview the sitter stated she had terminated the other day care arrangement, 
and she expressed negative feelings only toward sitting in general because of the long hours. Her family was 
positive about her babysitting. Since the sitter picked up and delivered the child, she sometimes had trouble 
getting to the mother's house on time in the morning. The sitter said the mother is easy to talk to. At this 
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PROFILE OF CASE #-~~· 0~-----­
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC 
Hi Family SES /,:;. 
II Change of Residence ,;/-
III M's low Ed & Occup ,4 
IV Early stage fam. devel. I. :2. 
V.Low neighborhood SES • .:< 
SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
Low Residential SES ,O 
Late stage fam. devel. .2.2 
Economic stability - , 3 
Stability residence I, I 
Ed & occup SES . I 
llice house and neigh. - .3 
ARRANGEMENT 
Hours of care , 3 
Sch age arrang. .;i. I 
Pay . I 
Ynq chld, neN work m 1, O 
Full hse pre-sch. - /,5 
VI 1·li ce house; pre-sch fam. -2, '7 
VII M's hi earn & occup. ,/ 
TYPOLOGY: mother: 8e,&:, 8/l 
Middle stage fam. devel. 1.5 Age of mother'J:Z (-/,!/) 
Age of sitter:_4' f .rJ 
sitter: c.8, Ct} 1 '3/lE 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTAT!Oi~: mother: 0(-/,0) sitter: /I-, tfl) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s's possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Diss at. mother's hours, demands, lack of pl anfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
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interview the n1other was very satisfied. saying it was .. a good arrange1ncnt," "her child was in good hands" 
and she never worried. She would prefer to have her child in a center when he is older or so1neonc in her own 
home to care for the child now but is satisfied with fan1ily day care. 
The arrangement was still going at the time the study ended. The sitter had four new day care children for a 
total of ten children in care, five during the day and five during the swing shift. The mother had moved and 
had a new job, and the arrangement still continued. The sitter said that the mother was very considerate, she 
listened to the sitter, and the child was more fun as he grew older. The mother said, "The sitter spoiled the 
child but I would much rather have this than neglect." The mother said she could learn from the sitter and 
took child-rearing advice from her. The sitter's husband didn't want her to discipline the child because he was 
too attached to him. The sitter ranked the arrangement 9 on the ladder scale; "four parents do not equal a 
perfect 10 because conflicting views occur with two parents but with four this is even more so. We must be 
mature enough to come up with the best solutions." The mother ranked it a 10; "I got to know the sitter 
better." 
The closeness between these two families grew; the husbands became friends and the sitter's son dated the 
mother's sister. The families saw each other at times unrelated to child care. 
Scale data show that the mother's increased satisfaction with the sitter's concern for the child and with the 
child's adjustment, which occurred ear1y in the arrangement between the T1 and T2 interviews, was 
accompanied by preference for an uninvolved businesslike relationship, yet was followed ultimately by 
increased closeness between the two families. Conforming cues from the interview, the scale scores for 
mother's dissatisfaction with sitter's possessiveness became extremely high relative to other family day care 
arrangements, although it should be pointed out that in absolute terms the level of dissatisfaction appears to 
be quite low. Possessiveness never did emerge as a serious bone of contention in family day care and to the 
extent that it did become relatively important it appeared to reflect the kind of ambivalence engendered in a 
young and inexperienced mother who becomes dependent on an older and more experienced caregiver. 
No. 75 Strangers to Friends No. 3. Similar trends are found in this case which is mentioned brie!"!L?~ly to 
show that the process can take place in less time. A response to a newspaper ad, this arrangement also began 
between stranger; was marked by increasing satisfaction that was mutual and by mother and sitter becoming 
friends. The arrangement terminated after 24 weeks for purely extrinsic reasons when the child's grandmother 
was visiting perhaps permanently. 
The mother, 22, divorced and working for the telephone company, had a 2 year old girl. Her sitter had two 
children ages 2 and 4. Babysitting brought the caregiver $900 a year. The mother described the sitter's as a 
homelike atmosphere where her child gets "tender loving care," the children play well, and the sitter's husband 
enjoyed the children. The sitter was willing to give the little girl breakfast when the mother overslept and also 
kept her at nights occasionally, for which the mother paid extra. During the arrangement the mother moved in 
order to be closer to the sitter. 
Cash and Carry: The Commercial Type C Arrangement 
Most of the arrangements studied were relatively child-oriented, as assessed by the interviewers as well as by 
the mothers and sitters themselves in their responses to scale items. Some, however, had a predominantly 
commercial flavor in which the interests of the child were lost in other concerns. Case No. 109 was extreme in 
this respect. 
No. 109. Described by the interviewer at the beginning of this arrangement as shy, submissive, burdened, 
and depressed, this 22 year old sales clerk and divorced mother of one child, a toddler, lived with another 
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PROFILE OF CASE # __ __,_'7_,,5,__ ____ _ frPm:J/r~m kfb<V?d~ "°"3 
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC ARRANGEMENT 
I Hi Family SES 
- .5 
. ii 
-.~ 
.3 
-,3 
Low Residential SES - .5 Hours of care /,.;;_ 
II Change of Residence 
Ill M's low Ed & Occup 
Late stage fam. devel. - ,;/-Sch age arrang. - ,7 
Economic s tabi 1 i ty - .S Pay _ , If, 
Stability residence - :z.;/- Yng chld, ne\'I work m - ,&, IV Early stage fam. devel. 
V .Low neighborhood SES 
VI i'H ce house; pre-sch fam. 
VII M's hi earn & occup. -.4 
Ed & occup SES - , I Full hse pre-sch. _ ,.3 
IH ce house and neigh. , 4 
'!/- 11iddle stage fam. devel. ,:l Age of n1other: 22 (-- ,ll?) Age of sitter: :etc-.(! J 
TYPOLOGY: mother: 8C, 8, l/t3C sitter: BC, 8, Ct31l 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION: mother: o(-/.t>) sitter: 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference \'1ork role 
4. Economic need to work 
B. Dissatisfaction s 1s possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Dura ti on 
-.07 -. 73 
:I J./. (, ;;;,) weeks 
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older won1an who also worked. Her sitter lived next door, though they were un:h.'quaintcd until the.~ 111olhc.•r 
responded to the sitter's ad. The sitter, 24, was new to the role, but was laking an unusually large nu1nber of 
day care children - four other children under 6 years of age. She kept an immaculate home and restricted the 
day care children to the basement and yard. Defensive about discussing money, she charged $15 a week for 
this child, plus $2 extra for food, and earned $55 weekly, bringing her family income to almost $7,000. 
Initially cool and wary, the sitter was difficult to approach and was reluctant to make an appointment that 
would disturb her soap operas. Sitter was seen as self·centered and as having a very impersonal attitude 
towards the day care children. Already by the time of the T1 interview, the mother started wondering if the 
sitter had any personal interest in children, though she was impressed with sitter's cleanliness. At T,, sitter 
reported negatively about the child. "Don't like that child, not friendly, anti-social, not pretty, looks stupid." 
Too inassertive to tell her real reasons, mother planned to end arrangement by telling sitter she was moving. 
Mother had many complaints: "Didn't watch child closely enough," diaper rash, and too many other day care 
children - ''Thought there'd be one and there were 7." Mother's in-laws who picked up the child didn't like 
the sitter and convinced mother that she should quit. 
Subsequently the mother moved to a new and more attractive living situation where the woman with whom 
she and her daughter boarded also took care of her daughter. No longer depressed, even happy and vivacious, 
mother was pleased with her new sitter who was warm and motherly. She seemed to have learned a great deal 
from the unsatisfactory arrangement she had made. She spoke of discussing "values first," asking for and 
giving references, and finding out about the person. 
The sitter became less wary by the T3 interview; did not refuse to be taped as previously. Still defensive, 
she appeared more as insecure and even as reaching out for friendship. She was continuing to do babysitting. 
Scale scores show this sitter as having a high economic need to babysit, and as highly dissatisfied on almost 
every scale: feeling of emotional drain, the child's adjustment, mother's discipline, and others. Dissatisfac-
tion, both mother's and sitter's, was a reason for termination of this arrangement which lasted 7 weeks. 
Resistance to Help; the Rescue that Failed: The Type E Arrangement 
No. 21. This case illustrates a mother's rejection of caregiver efforts to help a child who needed attention. 
This young mother made an arrangement for her only child, an 18 month old boy, with an experienced, 28 
year old sitter who had four children of her own. The mother answered the sitter's newspaper ad; they began 
as strangers. The sitter was giving care for extra money and to have a playmate for her youngest. "The 
(mother's) child is younger than I wanted, but it has worked out well." She would "treat him like one of 
mine." She really didn't need the money she said; she wants "to make sure some working mother doesn't get 
poor babysitters." She feels she could help children who need good care and training. She felt that the mother 
-was very young and avoided discipline, but was easy to talk to. 
Then the sitter discovered that the child was deaf; he did not talk the way other children his age did, 
responding only to gestures. But "the mother didn't seem to pay any attention to anything I told her about 
the child." The sitter also felt she was becoming too attached to the child and the child to her, which was the 
reason she gave the mother for terminating after 25 weeks, though she also said she ended the arrangement 
because of her busy summer schedule. She felt that the boy needed professional help, yet she had to tell the 
mother about the problem and when to take him to a doctor. She also was bothered to find out that the 
mother wasn't paying more attention to the child during periods of unemployment. 
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PROFILE OF CASE #---="-------
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC 
I Hi Family SES 
II Change of Residence 
III M's low Ed & Occup 
IV Early stage fam. <level. 
V.Low neighborhood SES 
VI •~ice hoUse; pre-sch fam. 
VII M's hi earn & occup. 
-1. r 
'q· 
-I.:;. 
, I 
.7 
,q 
- •I 
TYPOLOGY: mother: CF, CG, C 
SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
LCM Residential SES . I 
Late stage fam. <level. - , ;/ 
Economic stability .z 
Stability residence -." 5 Ed & occup SES -'/ 
flice house and neigh. - '..s 
11lddle stage fam. devel.-1. I 
sitter: C,C, CG 
ARRAHGEMENT 
Hours of care .5 
Sch age arrang. - , 7 
Pay _ • 7 
Yng chld, new work m -. !! 
Full hse pre-sch. l • .3 
Age of mother: ,.?:<, 1-.0,) 
Age of sitter: :i4 r.4) 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION: mother: 6> (-• .s) sitter: .2.0 {I, 9) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
ladder scale 
!. Satisfaction l'lith sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference ,;ork role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s's possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
!. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic· need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Sa tis faction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
Mother 
.2.o 
Sitter 
I. I 
~7""(---'-' --'7,,_)_ weeks 
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PROFILE OF CASE #----""''-------
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
I Hi Family SES - • !? 
I I Change of Residence • '1 
ARRANGEMENT 
Hours of care - , I 
Sch age arrang. - . 9 
III M's low Ed & Occup .2. 
Low Residential SES - 1.0 
Late staqe fam. devel.-, ff 
Economic· stability _ . ..z 
Stability residence - I. 3 
Ed & occup SES - • 11 
Ui cc house and neigh. , :t.. 
IHddle stage fam. devel. ,:) 
Pay -. 0:2 
IV Early stage fam. devel. • 3 
V.L9w neighborhood SES ; . "/ 
VI 1·i1ce house; pre-sch fam. -/. 7 VII M's hi earn & occup. -. 4 
TYPOLOGY: mother: Bf!, 8 , C& sitter: ee, 8,8CE 
Yng di l d, new i<ork m • .3 
Full hse pre-sch. -· /7 
Age of mother: 20 t-/.1) 
Age of sitter: .:If 1- I) 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTAT!Oii: mother: :u (,?) sitter: .tT { -, o) 
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MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s's possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Oissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Dura ti on 
Mother Sitter 
- ,(,, 1.7 
::15 ( :l) weeks 
The scales show that both wo1nen rated the arrangen1ent high; the sitter "because I liked the child so 
1nuch," and the mother because she liked the relationship between sitter and child. Yet the 1nother's retreatist 
behavior led to sitter dissatisfaction with mother's concern for child. The n1other herself can1e to score high on 
con1plaints about sitter possessiveness, and mother's perception of the friendship cooled, too. 
Chaotic Life - Chaotic Arrangement: The Arrangement Goes from F to G 
No. 85. This is the case of a mother whose desperation and chaotic life led her to make one unsatisfactory 
arrangement after another. "I have had about a thousand babysitters. It seems like that many. I'd say at least 
fifty. I'm not kidding." Despite high economic need to work and feeling disadvantaged in the babysitting 
market, this mother reported high satisfaction. She is an example of those mothers who find it especially 
difficult to find day care (market disadvantage) and who take any arrangement they can find. One child had 
problems that contributed to tl1ese feelings; the young mother had a 2 year old with a chronic congenital 
illness in addition to a 5 year old boy. 
But the mother also was described by the interviewer as approaching things in a retreatist manner, avoiding 
problerns or decisions. She seemed overwhelmed by life. The house was a mess. Harassed, tired, and depressed, 
she appeared bored by the interviews, hit the children without results, and spoke rejectingly to and in front of 
the children: "Drop dead," "wish I could get rid of you," "I wanted to have him live with my sister, but my 
brother-in-law couldn't stand to have him," "would love to kill you." 
She picked a young inexperienced sitter who had no children, which is atypical. She never had had 
experience raising children of her own. The sitter said she was not sitting for the money since her husband 
made enough, but she wanted companionship, she wanted to help others, and she liked children. She also 
wanted her husband to get used to having children around before they had any of their own. 
The mother answered the sitter's newspaper ad. The sitter said she agreed to the arrangement because the 
mother "sounded desperate." They agreed on the sitter's price of $5 a day although the mother was not happy 
with this amount. 
Despite a bored, indefinite quality, the mother was very happy with the sitter who "likes children," had 
planned activities, and made the children mind, which she could not do herself. The mother hardly ever 
expressed dissatisfaction except for a complaint that the younger child did not get toilet trained as she had 
expected, and a feeling that the child was wild at home because he got too much freedom at the sitter's. 
For the sitter it was another matter. She was dissatisfied with the mother in many ways; her late hours, 
"wishy-washy discipline," care of the children, and her uncommunicative attitude despite talking so much 
about her job. "She has no respect for herself, so as a result the children have no respect for her." The sitter 
told the mother about the younger one's hyperactivity; the mother took the child to a doctor, and 
tranquillizers were prescribed. 
The strain got progressively worse, and the arrangement was terminated after 16 weeks by the sitter who 
was pregnant. She said this made it possible to end it without telling the mother how much she disliked the 
whole arrangement. She was "going out of her mind" and '\vanted to keep her sanity." Also her husband 
urged her to stop babysitting these children. Sitter thought that her complaints were getting petty, but that 
everything began to annoy her; she would dread the arrival of the children. However, she couldn't terminate 
the arrangement until she had a good excuse - pregnancy. 
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PROFILE OF CASE # ___ __......_ ____ _ Chao-tie l;fo -- Chaaw/v !lrr4fi,jM»!.t 
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC ARRANGEMENT 
I Hi Family SES ,5 
II Change of Residence , (p 
Ill M's low Ed & Occup ,y 
IV Early stage fam. devel. _ , :z 
V.Low neighborhood SES / I 
VI i~i ce house; pre-sch fam. · ~ 
VII M's hi earn & occup. _ .' .3 
TYPOLOGY: mother: ,.c; G, G 
Lav Resi den ti al SES - .!! 
Late stage fam. devel. - .;< 
Economic stability , .3 
Stability residence _ ,tf; 
Ed & occup SES - , 11 
f.lice house and neiqh.-·/,-:;, 
11\ddle stage fam. devel.-.1.3 
sitter: 8t!, e, C8 
Hours of care - , t:, 
Sch age arrang. - 1. &, 
Pay . 9 
Yng chl d, ne\'1 work m . / 
Full hse pre-sch. _ , 03 
Age of m?ther=y:1f-·t} 
Age of sitter:_.;;>_:-,_) 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION: mother: .:Jq [ ..:i. 4) sitter; :; (-, .L/) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
B. Dissatisfaction s's possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businessl"·e relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
272 
-./ 
/(,, ( - , ,3) weeks 
The response data from the scales show the 1nother's high satisfaction despite her retreatist orientation, 
feeling of disadvantage in the babysitting market, and high economic need to work. The mother's retreatist 
behavior. however, is associated with a very dissatisfied sitter. 
More on Retreatist Behavior and the Protective Role 
The following two cases further illustrate the problems of exercising a protective role in the mother-sitter 
relationship. One case shows a mother worried about the sitter's care, while the other case shows a sitter 
seriously concerned about neglect and abuse by the mother. A retreatist approach in both instances interfered 
with appropriate action being taken. 
No. 107 Toddler Injured; Parents Uncertain. This case illustrates the uncertainity that parents experience 
when their child receives injuries at the sitter's home and the difficulty they have in trying to assess whether a 
caregiver will be careless. 
Because the arrangement lasted only three weeks the second and termination interviews were the same. The 
arrangement ended because the child, a toddler, broke her am1 at the sitter's. The child stayed all night at the 
sitter's because of poor weather, and she fell from a bunk bed when the sitter's children were making their 
beds. The sitter wasn't in the room and did not know the arm was broken although she knew the child fell. 
The child's arm was swollen and bruised but the sitter hadn't looked under the child's clothing and was not 
aware. When the child's father picked up the child that morning the sitter told him that the child fell. After 
the child returned home the parents noticed that there was pain and noticed the bruise and swelling. The child 
spent two days in the hospital, and the mother quit work to stay home with the girl. 
The sitter did not like the responsibility of caring for this child; she said that the day care child was clumsy 
and got hurt a lot. The mother "admitted" the child was "clumsy" but was still concerned that she got so 
many bruises there. She felt the sitter should have notified them sooner. 
Nevertheless, both the mother and the sitter rated the arrangement at the top of the ladder scale at 
termination, both stating that the other was easy to talk to, though the mother admitted that she would check 
a sitter out more closely next time. This arrangement ended within three weeks, but the mother's 
dissatisfaction was recorded early, before the injury occurred that precipitated termination. Both mother and 
sitter scored high on retreatist behavior. 
No. 86 Mot.her Abuses Child; Sitter Helpless. This case illustrates the helplessness and dissatisfaction of a 
caregiver faced with evidence of child abuse and exploitive behavior by the mother. The mother, 23, divorced 
and working as a bookkeeper, had one child, a 2 year old girl. Her sitter, 30, also divorced, had four children 
of school age and took three other day care children, one of whom came after school. She reported a total 
monthly income of $350. Her home was in poor repair. The sitter needed money badly and ran a newspaper 
ad which the mother answered; they were strangers to one another when the arrangement began. 
The mother, characterized as retreatist by the interviewer, reported having had 20 or 30 previous 
arrange1nents, and in the present case she made an arrangement with which she was immediately dissatisfied. 
At the second interview, the sitter had complaints. The mother was late picking up the child, didn't call if 
she would be late, and often the mother's roommate or boyfriend would leave the child in the morning. On 
the other hand, the mother became happier about the sitter. She trusted the sitter's discipline, found the sitter 
easy going and calm, and her child liked the sitter. 
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PROFILE OF CASE # ___ .f.""'--'------
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC 
I Hi Family SES . /P 
II Change of Residence I. I 
III M's low Ed & Occup '6 
IV Early stage fam. devel. . IP 
V.Low neighborhood SES -/ • .3 
SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
Low Residential SES - /,-st 
Late staqe fam. devel.- . .¢ 
Economic· stability . 5 
Stability residence - . .:z. 
Ed & occup SES - /, I 
!lice house and neigh. . I 
ARRN1 GEMENT 
Hours of care , .:;_ 
Sch age arrang. , s 
Pay ·.2 
Yng chld, new work m, '1 
Full hse pre-sch. -. 7 VI i~i ce house; pre-sch fam. _. g 
VII M's hi earn & occup. Middle stage fam. devel. /,I Age of mother: 2 q t-,,V 
Age of sitter: ff(-; II • :z 
TYPOLOGY: mother: tJ (!, (!, sitter: {!/3 /} 
-- ) '-" 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION: mother: .¢0(;2.5) sitter; 20(1.9) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder scale 
I. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3; Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s's possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
I. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
14. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
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3 (-, 9) weeks 
PROFILE OF CAS[ #--~~----­
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC 
I Hi Family SES ;, ii 
II Change of Residence ,_'J 
III M's low Ed & Occup • I 
IV Early stage fam. devel. , {, 
V.Low neighborhood SES _ 3 
SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC 
Lei.; Residential SES -;.'If 
Late stage fam. devel. - .z 
Economic· s tabi 1 ity - 3. 3 
Stability residence ;. I 
Ed & occup SES _ ;. ;; 
ARRAH GEMENT 
Hours of care 
Sch age arrang. 
Pay 
Ynq chld, new 1<1ork 
Full hse pre-sch. 
• .2. 
I, :;, 
I 
m - ,:z, 
.o VI i~i ce house; pre-sch fam. _ · 3 VII M's hi earn & occup. 1 ,'1 
TYPOLOGY: mother: ,C{',('6, ~ 
iii ce house and neigh. 3 
lllddle stage fam. devel..i.o 
sitter: t'F,CG,C. 
Age of mother: ,25 1-.3) 
Age of sitter: 30 (,1) 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTATION: 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
mother: .:;JO(/. 6) sitter: 7(,1/-) 
TI 
Ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction with sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference work role 
4. Economic need to work 
8. Dissatisfaction s 1 s possessiveness 
11. Market disadvantages 
13. Dissatisfaction child's adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
!. Satisfaction with mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysttting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother's hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
I2. Role Strain 
I4. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Termination 
Duration 
Mother Sitter 
-!. Y' ;;;, (,, 
13 (- . .If) weeks 
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The arrange1nent was tenninated after 13 weeks because the child was badly burned at ho1ne in the bathtub 
and was in the hospital. The sitter was distressed and critical. The hours had been too long, the 1nother's 
payment checks bounced, the a111ount of work increased, the 1nothcr avoided talking about the child, and the 
child often had n1any bruises. Most of the sitter's contacts were with· the 1nother's boyfriend who was often 
drunk when he picked up the child. "The 1nother was finky," and the arrangc1ncnt was the "worslcsl." l'hc 
mother's explanation of 1J1c reason for tcnninalion was that lhc child had hc1..~11 burned :.ind nc1..~d1..~d inll!llSivc 
care. She also con1plained that other sitters had had 1nore tinic to spend with the child. 
The sitter felt overworked and exploited by the mother and she felt guilty that she hadn't reported the 
mother to the police because of the child's bruises, before the arrangement terminated. Some unknown person 
had called the police and the child was no longer in the mother's custody. The mother's boyfriend was the one 
who had burned the child. 
The Donovan Cluster 
The final case study is presented in greater detail. It is a sitter of disreputable appearance whose day care 
home would be manifestly unlicensible on grounds of dirt, unsafe conditions, and too many children of her 
O\Vn, some of who had come to the attention of juvenile authorities. Econo1nically marginal, the family often 
was known to rnany social agencies, including the welfare departn1ent. Yet this sitter was unusually responsive 
to the plights of mothers and to the emotional needs of their children. The panel study arrangement was 
classified as type B consistently by both interviewers. Her home was a crash pad day and night, as she went out 
of her way to help out others al some sacrifice to herself and her own family. Seen as flexible, yet reliable, 
experienced yet non.judginentaJ, poor yet willing to wait to be paid, this remarkable won1an attracted n1others 
whose chaotic lives and experiences with welfare and the law n1ade the111 skittish about social agencies and 
/shun formally organized day care services. In a stop.gap way, she served as a front line of defense against 
\ neglect and abuse. She brought some measure of stability to unstable lives and hence a relatively stable child 
\care situation after repeated changes. 
The case is important because it illustrates well that, for all its faults, neighborhood family day care exists f- because it is a solution. We wondered, "What is it about this woman that attracts these mothers and brings 
some measure of stability into their lives?" During the year and a half that the panel·study case was followed, 
this sitter also sat for eight other mothers at one time or another. We followed all 9 of this cluster of 
arrangements as a special case study. The sitter was interviewed about each arrangement by one of the sitter 
interviewers, and_ one of the other interviewers interviewed each of the nine mothers. The futl, regular study 
interviews were completed only on the first arrangement, and a more open-ended approach was taken on the 
others. 
The sitter interviewer reports as follows: 
It was a Charles Addams house that I approached in January, 1969, for my first interview with Mrs. 
Donovan. Situated on the corner of two very busy streets, on an arterial highway in northwest Portland, the 
large box·like house was in a commercial area with older rundown rooming houses. It had no yard, was in poor 
repair and ramshackle in appearance. Pieces of plastic taped the broken windows, there were whole steps 
missing with nails protruding every few feet. Pieces of bicycle equipment covered the front porch along with a 
broken stroller and rocking chair that was minus a rocker. The garbage strewn about the back door attracted 
cats scrounging for tidbits in the rubble. 
\ 
After noticing the doorbell was broken, I knocked several times before a bearded psyche~cally dressed 
young man ans\Yered the door. He was gracious and when I inquired as to the whereabouts of Mrs. Donovan, 
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pointed to the door. The entrance hall was dark and dreary, and dirty. I tried to pick a safe path through the 
toys and debris that littered the hall. Plaster was falling from the walls and stringy, dirty curtains hung 
unevenly and poorly fitted at the narrow side windows next to the door. A woman I would have judged to be 
about fifty years of age answered the door. 111is was Mrs. Donovan, actually 37 years of age. Her nails were 
chewed lo the quick and she had dark circles around her eyes. She was dressed in a faded ill-fitting housedress, 
slightly torn. Her hair was just about shoulder length, pulled back in a haphazard f~shion, with hunks of it 
falling forward into her face. She appeared gaunt and weary, but was openly friendly and hospitable, almost 
eager, in her anticipation of tJ1e interview. 
A monotone, droning voice suggested a life of 1nany pressures. She made no apologies for her disorderly 
and chaotic home, though there was scarcely a square inch of the large living room area that didn't have pile 
upon pile of junk. There were diaper bags, empty and half-full baby bottles, playpens with sleeping babies, 
dirty dishes, and glasses of sour milk sitting on the !loor. A few toys, some whole, some broken, soiled clothes, 
clean clothes and various other items that appeared rather junky. Avon products were stacked three and four 
ite1ns deep on the mantle. Books and newspapers were piled in crumpled fashion all over a torn and tattered 
couch. Furniture was scant. A depressing old overstuffed chair had a spring popping out with a rag over it to \· 1_, 
keep the children from hurliug themselves. A black and white TV set with a fuzzy picture, two decrepit-·"''.,. • · 
couches, and a desk piled high with scraps of paper, True Confession magazines, dishes and screw drivers. A 1 '·· 
disconnected phone was hidden under some debris waiting to be connected for the umpteenth time due to 
unpaid bills. There were no rugs on the !loor, only large grocery cartons that the children were playing with 
and having a great time. 
At the end of the living rootn was a small room that had metal bunk beds and also served as a "play room." 
A small bath, appalling in appearance, uncleanliness and scent, was sandwiched between this room and the 
kitchen. It was minus a doorknob and the toilet, seldom !lushed, had brown rings at every level. The kitchen 
rerninded me of an old TV commercial portraying the disorganized and harassed housewife. It was a large 
fann-style kitchen with long counters that went across the entire side of the room. There were dirty dishes 
stacked in every available nook and cranny across the entire counter, all the way up to the bottom of the 
cupboards. In the middle of the room was a small fom1ica table with four chairs, badly ripped and with the 
stuffing mostly gone, very uneven and very uncomfortable to sit on. 
Above the table was a picture of a young boy at the helm of a boat in a storm. Christ was standing behind 
him with his arms about him, helping him to guide the ship. 
The house had two !loors, a basement, and an attic. On the two upper levels lived 18 people. The attic had 
two sleeping areas, and the second !loor five bedrooms and a two-part bathroom. These two !loors outside of 
the immediate Donovan family were occupied by hippie-type young adults and teenagers, several living 
together without the "cumbersome legality of marriage." There was also a single room to the left of the front 
door on the first !loor where a couple lived. They had one child who was placed in a foster home. They had 
both recently left the State Hospital and had no place to live so Mrs. Donovan "took them under her wing" 
and gave them cooking privileges in her kitchen because "so few people understand what it's like to be in such 
a position." ; 
When I first met them, Mr. Donovan, 37 years old was self employed in trucking. Mrs. Donovan, 37, had 
just begun to build up a babysitting clientele. They had moved to Portland from San Jose the previous August 
and at this time were not on welfare. Their combined annual income was between $2000 and $3000 with 
approximately $28 weekly from babysitting. 
The oldest boy was 16 and had dropped out of school at the 9th grade. He had been "in trouble" while 
they lived in San Jose and had been "on and off drugs" since that time. He had been working for his father for 
one n1ontl1 at the ti1ne of'my first interview. 
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The second oldest ch.ild was a girl, 15, who had dropped out of school in 10th grade. She was at home 
helping her n1other and at ti1nes worked with her father at the shop. 
Then can1e a girl, 14, who \Vas living ;ii ho1nc.' and \Vas an Rlh gr:1dt~r. 
A boy, 13 and in 7tl1 grade, but was already skipping school so much that the counselor has been working 
with hi1n and the fan1ily came next. 
A boy, 11, and in Uie 5th grade, was living at a residential treatment facility. He had appeared several times 
at juvenile detention after running away fron1 home. 
A 9 year old girl was deaf. 
An 8 year old girl was in 2nd grade, a 6 year old boy was in kindergarten, and two children were at home, a 
boy 5 and a girl 3. 
During the very unstable married life the Donovans had lived in California and Idaho and more recently in 
Oregon. They were separated for two years during this time with the husband moving to California. He finally 
persuaded Mrs. Donovan to move to California to join him but that lasted for only three months. She then 
moved to San Jose. During this time she worked as a community aide for the Office of Economic 
Opportunity. She received no child support payments, nor was there any communication from Mr. Donovan. 
It was at tl1is point that she decided to have divorce papers drawn up. During this period she went on ADC. 
Her husband finally showed up again and begged her to take him back. They moved to Portland where he tried 
starting a trucking service. He continued to get deeper in debt while she attempted to help him at the shop, 
babysit, and care for her family of ten children. Mrs. Donovan went to the family counseling agency and 
requested marriage ..:ounseling. Although she went several ti1nes herself, her husband refused to go. Mrs. 
Donovan soon felt, as did her counselor, that she was coping as well as possible under the circun1stances. 
My first panel-study interview with Mrs. Donovan was to see how nlothers and sitters found each other in a 
private arrange1nent. how they handled the details, problen1s, etc., what they were looking for in an 
arrangement and how things measured up or didn't measure up to their expectations. Mrs. Donovan led me 
into her unbelievable kitchen for this interview and for all those to follow. When I started to put my notebook 
on the table Mrs. Donovan quickly wiped the table off with a musty dirty dishrag. Just as we started the 
interview a young 1nan in his 20's, bearded and with his sleeping bag thrown over his back came into the 
kitchen to say goodbye to Mrs. Donovan and thank her for letting him "have a pad" for the night. He was a 
Vista worker from San Jose and she warmly invited him back any time. 
The T 1 interview finally began amid many interruptions. The mother had found Mrs. Donovan through the 
Day Care Neighbor Service.* The Mother was going to school and tutoring on the side. She called Mrs. Donovan 
on the phone on January 19, 1969, to make arrangements for her 16 month old boy. Depending on the 
mother's schedule, the babysitting hours were set up for 9 to 3:30 or IO to 6, Monday through Friday. Mrs. 
Donovan talked this over with her husband and he was agreeable because they desperately needed the money. 
Mrs. Donovan's parents help her out financially once in a great while, but they really can't afford to very 
often. There was no discussion of how long tl1e arrangement would last. They decided on a price of $3 a day. 
Mrs. Donovan's philosophy, however, is to have people pay according to their circumstances because she 
"realizes people's circu1nstances vary and every penny counts." They discussed the practical aspects and 
*The Day Care Neighbor Service provided consultation to selected neighborhood women who had their own contacts with 
local caregivers and helped out working mothers by making referral suggestions. The mothers in turn made their own 
selections and arrangements. 
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individual handling of the child. The n101hcr providi::d Ille rood, brought a playpen and any addilional clolhing 
thal the child needed. She gave Mrs. l)onovan a Ii.st or c111ergcncy phone 1111111her.s und wrote a list JI the 
beginning or each week as lo what her schedule would be. Mrs. Donovan offered to help potty train the child 
and Mrs. B. was appreciative of this. 
The arrangement began on January 22, 1969, and so far no problems have arisen. Mrs. Donovan ra(ed the 
entire arrangement at a 10 on the ladder scale. Mrs. Donovan stated during the interview that she would like to 
go back to school at night to finish her high school education. She feels she could do typing or something of 
this sort at home for additional income. At the moment they already owe two months back rent. For available 
sitting she would volunteer to pick up and deliver, babysit at any hour, in or out of the house, and keep 
children all night. 
At the T2 interview on February 25, 1969, I found out that she had been caring for children 22 years, off 
and on. The longest arrangement was three years and the shortest three weeks. The longest period of time she 
did not do babysitting was three years. She plans to continue babysitting until all of her children are in school. 
Her reasons for staying at h01ile at this time were due to the trouble that her older children tended to get into. 
When asked what her reasons were for babysitting, satisfaction was rated number one and money number two, 
even though her babysitting income is an absolute necessity and they couldn't get along without it. l asked her 
what there was about babysitting that she liked and her reply I feel is the main reason that so many mothers 
are drawn to her. "It fulfills my need to be needed and I like to be useful. I was lost right after we moved here 
because I had worked as a community aide in San Jose for OEO. I would have liked to have been a nurse 
because you help so many people. I contacted an employment agency when I first arrived, either to help care 
for older people, or especially to help with new babies. I think I could be competent in this area. I babysit for 
Sunday morning and Sunday evening services at the church and the only thing that bothers me about 
babysitting is to have to follow through on discipline which the parents have requested when I feel it is not 
right for the child. An example of this is a 5 year old in my evening group. The parents seem very strict, which 
he rebels against. The poor little fellow is hungry for attention. It's a big conflict because you know what his 
needs are. He resents the discipline you have to maintain in a church,, but you lose his respect if you can't 
control him. I believe in limits and restrictions, but mix in a Jot of love and as much ofletting them do what 
they want to, if it doesn't hurt them or others. I like children, especially little ones and the feeling of helping 
children who need good care and training. I guess l was meant for babysitting." 
Her family, especially the children, don't seem to mind her babysitting. In fact they actually seem to enjoy 
the children. The 13 year old girl is gentle and loving. The oldest boy changes diapers without resentment and 
gets quite attached to individual children. The four older children feel Mrs. Donovan is too lenient at times 
with day care children. Mrs. Donovan says she lets the parents of day care children know ahead of time that 
the older children may sit occasionally if she has an appointment. 
The day of the T2 interview she had two appointments with the welfare department. Her husband was 
"leery" of this because he was "afraid they might tie up my business." Mrs. Donovan's reply to this is "he has 
a personal problem there. He's always on the defensive." At this point, however, there was little food and they 
owed back rent. She had expected to have to make out a requisition "like other counties," but was surprised 
when they gave her cash plus back rent allotment. She made a future appointment for Food Stamps because 
she was pressed for time. By this time she had also switched the younger children from the Head Start program 
to the Community Center because it had been such a long trip for her to make each day with them. 
Again her rating of the panel study mother was high at the T2 interview, describing the mother as 
"considerate, cooperative, a good mother 1 and she is easy to work for." I asked her what type of children \Vere 
the easiest to care for and she said "children that are well loved at home, and this boy certainly is." There were 
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no probletns to her knowledge and she feels there was no reticence on cilhcr of thl'ir parls lo hring things up if 
they should arise. 
The arrangement ended due to the mother's finishing school and moving to a new locality to teach. This 
appears to have been one of Mrs. Donovan's longest and most stable arrangen1ents. 
The following excerpts from interviews with Mrs. Elsie Donovan, including her verbatim comments (in 
quotation), reveal her style of life and how she responds to her family, to the mothers for whom she babysits, 
and to their children: 
About her Husband and Marriage 
"He's been in and out. But he's not supposed to be here. I guess I'll have to talk to my lawyer again. He 
claims all the trouble we're having with our 12 year old boy and the reason he was taken away from us 
was because we were separated. He just won't recognize that the boy needs help and the best thing that 
could have happened to him was his being sent to the residential school. They have the boys earn points 
to reach certain levels. He's a likeable kid and ... the counselor thought he was doing quite well." 
Interviewer writes: I received a letter from Mrs. Donovan, informing me of a new arrangement and the 
fact that she had surgery. She invited me to stop by for a visit. She looked haggard, tired, depressed, had 
lost weight, and was still having a hard time recovering physically and emotionally from the surgery she 
had in June. She had been pregnant and miscar.ried so had a D and C and tubal ligation at the County 
Hospital. When asked how she felt about that, she said, "just fine. Thirteen pregnancies in 18 years, that 
doesn't give you much leeway." Her husband had been served divorce papers by this time and was not to 
stay at Mrs. Donovan's home, but "because his ego was hurt and his shop was broken into in July he was 
having a rough time financially and I let him sleep on the couch several nights." He kept trying to talk 
her out of the divorce but she said, "not this time." 
Mrs. Donovan refers to her husband and one of the mothers for whom she babysits: "I mean he's been 
dating her and everything and living with her and I felt kind of funny about it in a sense, but we've never 
gotten really, you know what I mean, to talk woman to woman like. She said she'd keep him happy 
until after the divorce is over, because he openly told her that if it wasn't for her he'd forgive me and 
come back. And I don't want that." 
Toward the end of the Study after Elsie Donovan's divorce, interviewer writes: During this interview, I 
noticed that her personal appearance was better. Her hair had been cut. She had a permanent. There was 
a twinkle in her eye and she seems happier now. The children like her new boyfriend and Elsie said he 
doesn't smoke or drink. She goes out two or three times weekly, two or three hours at night, due to the 
fact that he goes to work at midnight. She mentioned the fact that her ex-husband may move to 
Pendleton and she hopes so. She feels that there would be Jess pressure on all of them. Jim, the oldest 
boy, loaned him enough money for a new truck. 
About her Style of Life 
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Mrs. Donovan takes in a stranger: "They just moved up from New Orleans. My husband found them 
hitchhiking just outside Salt Lake City. He picked them up and now he's working for my husband and 
she's helping me. They feel a little funny staying with us right now, because they don't have any 
money. She's helping me, but I said to her, 'Don't worry about it until things kind of smooth out and 
you decide what you want to do."' 
Interviewer describes Mrs. Donovan's new house and neighborhood: This w.is the first inlcrvicw since 
she rnoved into another house. It is in approxi1nately the sainc northwest area but about a n1ilc away 
fro1n the previous house, Although the rent is less the house is in so1ncwhat better shape and has a 
fenced-in back yard. It is still in a grhn co1nn1crcial area with \Varehouses. railroad tracks and 
overcrowded housing abundance. As Mrs. [)onovan's oldest son said, "'In this \Vhole <Hl':I or ln111dn.·ds or 
people I've only found seven that aren't on \vclfarc." Thl' llC\V house 1s a!stl lH1x~tikt•. has four hcd1\1l1111s 
and a full base·n1cnt. It's the first ti1nc in the I ~1 years that I've kno\vn her that the dishi::s \Vere dnth.' and 
the kitchen was fairly neat. Mrs. Donovan likes her ne\V house, but said there are still a lot of rnoney 
proble1ns but not the pressures that there were at the other house. However, she n1isses the various types 
of people that walked in and out of her house at her previous address. 
About her Own Children 
- There are still various fa1nily proble1ns to iron out. The 10 year old still is running away and Mrs. 
Donovan said, "I am afraid we'll end up losing him too." They were looking for help for him through 
social services. One night so1ne transients picked hi1n up, hopping u box car. Fortunately they recognized 
that he was terribly young and took him to the police station where he ended up at Juvenile Detention. 
The judge told her if it happened again that it would mean his being sent to a foster home. Mrs. Donovan 
said, "'He's running away from something subconsciously." The counselor suggested they 1night try to 
get a bike for him since he often ended up stealing bikes. The 14 year old is now going to the Teen 
Center at the church and sec1ns to be enjoying it. The hoy at the residential school is still doing well and 
hopes to he out in June. 
More on her own fa1nily: The 7 year old had a hernioto1ny in May and a daughter had her arm 
operated on in June. Another daughter is scheduled for eye surgery at the County Hospital to relieve the 
pressure on her eyes. The daughter who \Vas 111arried recently, did get a job with Job Opportunities, 
te1nporarily, the plans lasting longer than !hey had expected. Elsie had 1nade extensive plans for the 
sun11ner. Four of the kids were enrolled at day can1p. They have a handicapped progran1 which would be 
especially good for one. Through the papers she had investigated a YMCA Big Brother prograin. She has 
still got the papers and will be contacted for an interview. During this ti1ne she hoped to take her own 
child and day. care children to the park during the sun11ner and go on picnics and really hopes to spend a 
inore relaxed summer than she has in years. 
She was delighted over one thing that happened in her family. Jim had gotten a steady job at a gas 
station nearby and now had his own apartment. She felt that this would be a steady thing. Her 
ex-husband had come by to tell her that he was asking Betty to marry him, but if she said no, he would 
ask a divorcee with children whom he and Elsie had known in the past. 
About Babysitting 
Elsie speaks of one of the 1nothers: "She did tend to take advantage of me at times like leaving hiin 
here for supper an<l not calling me in advance. We became very good friend, so I \Vould let it go and not 
say anything. Her hours were long and [could µnderstand it being hard to con1e home dead tired and fix 
a 1neal. I can understand both sides, 1nothers and sitters. In a sense though I used her too and I rnade 
sure she provided the food. If I was out of something, I'd speak up and tell her what I needed. She 
would give me groceries a couple of ti1nes a 1nonth to offset eating here, like n1argarine, bread, peanut 
butter, jelly and fruit. That way it helped fill in and I didn't feel I was overstepping my bounds because 
our income was so li1nited." 
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About another couple she sits for: Mrs. Donovan said, .. He doesn't work for anybody. Ile would if he 
could, but he's not well enough." There ~1re l\VO children, each fron1 <liffcn.'nl 111arriages. Mrs. Donov;.111 
charges her $2 because, "I know her budget couldn't even afford that. They arc on a very li1niled 
income, I inean, really poor." . .. "They seetn like concerned parents, like how they behave you know. 
Jn a sense they act like they love them, but to. me 1 feel they're really not too close to them ... I know 
they're doing the best they can. I feel so sorry for them. I wish 1 had some way of living in a smaller 
town because then I would have ways or means of getting things or doing things that I don't have now. 
When I'm concerned about somebody it bugs me because they need clothes badly and they really can't 
afford them" 
When discussing all of her arrangements and mothers on October 27, Mrs. Donovan said of one mother, 
"She is very responsible for a person in her situation with a baby all by herself. I find her baby comes 
above everything. We communicate well. She always checks with me to see if I have enough of 
everything, diapers, milk, etc., and wants to know if there are any problems. She gets along well with all 
the children and is especially fond of our deaf child." 
About one of her favorite arrange111ents, "She is a very good 1nother and her first concern is for her 
child." ... "The child is happy here and I think she misses a man. She loves my husband, but then all 
young children do." 
"Jeanelle still owes me a little money but that's no problem. I'll keep track of her and I think she11 pay 
me. She always has." 
"Even for new parents ... they're doing a wonderful job for not really knowing what they are going. 
They asked my advice about teething, eating, and what I would do. 111ey volunteer what they are doing 
and ask my advice. When I first got the baby he was working nights. She went to work at 4:00 p.m. at 
Tektronix and got off at midnight. The last of the three weeks she was working days and going to work 
at 7:00 a.m. Because they live in Beaverton and she is working so far away, he brings the baby in at 6:30 
and he picks him up at 4:30 or 5 :00. They bring all the diapers and food and everything he needs. I took 
the baby to the doctor for them two weeks ago for his shots, because she had been off with illness. She 
had the flu and they couldn't get in. The doctor didn't make appointments after 4:30 so she was really 
stuck. She was working clear out in Beaverton and couldn't come in so she asked n1e if I would mind 
taking him in. I was tickled to death. That way I got to meet the doctor and find out a little bit more 
about the baby. And baby's doing fine now. He's average weight. You feel like you can really 
communicate with the parents then. If there are any questions I could ask them, or any problems, if I 
need anything, all I have to do is say so." 
"I guess I have my own money problems, too. 1 was just getting by the last two months because 
Tommy's mother spent too much over Christmas, and she's a month behind. This would help to catch 
me up. I understand she's going to pay me in full now, but I really needed it last month, so I was about a 
hundred dollars short and was just really kind of scraping by. Just paid the water bills and little things 
like that upset me." 
The sitter interviewer concludes: 
A HGood San1aritan" according to Webster's is "one ready and generous in helping fellow beings in 
distress." This is the picture of Elsie Donovan as seen through the eyes of most working mothers who use her 
for babysitting. She is warm, open, and amiable. There is a lack of rigidity and schedule, but on the other hand 
a real reliability despite a semblence of chaos. Her love and patience with children, especially from one to four, 
282 
is genuine and touching in the 1nidsl or the hcltcr-skcllcr life she leads. ()ne has !he reeling thal due lo 
1n1n1e1 ous d isl ra\.'I ions, salCly factors :1 re 1101 one <1r I he pri1nary concerns. I ·:x:11npk-s a1 c 111a1 ch cs available ;111d 
s111all objccls ~Hllll1Hl lo he S\Valln\Vl'd . .Shl' Sl'l'llls tn ltl'a! all the chihhcn \Vilh11111pa111ali1~· ;111d nnl~· inlc1fc11•s 
\Vith their interaction if she feels that one 111ay gel hurt. Food for the day ca1c d1i1Urc11 is usually good hci:ausc 
the day care mothers provide it. She changes the little ones religiously, and although they may have dirty 
clothes after a day in this untidy house, they always seem happy and content. I have seen her hug and 
physically love every one of them. 
The family in one form or another is constantly on the brink of disaster. There is a lack of privacy, constant 
confusion, ever.present chaos, and incredible noise at all times. Interruptions during an interview are too 
numerous to keep track of. Yet there is order amidst the chaos, such as napping and diaper changing. She is 
meticulous in keeping appointments or calling me when she says she will. She is persistent and plodding in 
searching for help for her family through agencies. Early initiation into sex occurs with non·verbal permission. 
She attracts mothers that are desperate, poverty stricken, under nlarital stress, unmarried mothers, hippies, 
social dropouts, from a marginal society. They trust her. She has a strong mother-hen image, keeping all those 
in trouble under her wings. She cherishes her friendships, and the one reason we were able to reach every 
niother in this cluster was clue to the fact that they viewed her as honest, sincere, and truly concerned about 
them and their personal problems. When she asked them to participate and cooperate with us, the doors 
automatically opened. She understands poverty and can sympathize with each and every one of them. The 
trend in all the arrangements seemed to be mother-centered families. Being accepting, non-judgmental, and 
tolerant is part of her whole way of life. One of her quotes when I questioned her being exploited in an 
arrangement was, "Little extras really don't bother me too much. You have to expect these things of people in 
the circumstances they're under." 
The Mothers who Brought their Children to Mrs. Donovan. 
Of the nine working mothers who used Elsie Donovan and are described in this cluster of cases, only the 
mother whose arrangement occurred fust was included in the regular panel study of independent arrange-
ments. Consequently only her case profile is presented and the case profile for Elsie Donovan is presented only 
with respect to this arrangement. The mother interviewer reports as follows: 
Ginny Brooks was the only college graduate in this cluster of nine mothers. She had just received her 
college degree qualifying her to teach in high school. She also had been to Europe which makes her somewhat 
more cosmop01itan than the others. A tall, slim, and pretty 23 year old girl, her husband of 29 had a modestly 
paying civil service job and she tutored to make ends meet when she was going to school. 
Their apartment building is on a very busy intersection and there is no yard or play space. She led me into 
her living room in the basement of the building, and although it had only one window, it was a cheerful room 
but very messy as it was strewn from top to bottom with toys of all kinds. Tiie furnishings are shabby. 
She is a soft spoken person. I liked her relationship to her son. She threw him in the air and hugged him and 
seemed to enjoy him. She preferred to teach retarded children and the reason was that things weren't as 
structured as in the regular classroom and it wasn't as necessary to set up elaborate lesson plans. I got the 
feeling from what she said and from the disarray in the living room that she was perfectly comfortable in the 
midst of disorganization. 
She learned Elsie's name tluough the Day Care Neighbor Service. She made the arrangement by telephone. 
They agreed on the price Elsie named, $3.00 a day or $1.50 a half day with Ginny supplying the food because 
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Elsie's husband was out of work and Elsie had ten kids. The hours were different every day and Elsie was 
agreeable to this. Ginny was happy because there were children there fnr h('r son 10 play with hul not ({)0 
many, as most of the other chi]dren were at school while he was 1here. She said her boy was happy there ~ind 
her only dissatisfaction from the start was that he came home "grubby with his nose dirty, but it is O.K." She 
said that sometimes Elsie's oldest children would babysit but that Elsie always told her in advance. 
By the second interview her only worry about the arrangement seemed to be that Elsie had no yard and she 
wondered how the children would get out and play in the summertime. She is the only mother in all this group 
who mentioned to me that Elsie's first house was on a busy street with no yard, so Elsie's move made a better 
arrangement for there was some backyard and the street was not nearly so busy. She also worried slightly 
about the fact that Elsie had cats and that her son's constant infections and colds may have been due to 
allergies to these pets so Elsie promised to keep the cats away from him. She said one of the greatest benefits 
was that she could leave her son there whenever he was sick which would not be true of all sitters. She said, 
"After all, he probably got it there anyhow from the other kids." 
Had it been difficult to keep the arrangement with Elsie going for a whole year and a half? No, Elsie "made 
it maximally easy." She was always available and took him no matter what. Elsie always told her she didn't 
have to pay on time. She shook her head. "We are sort of marginal ourselves right now and she needs the 
money much more than we do!" Elsie's generosity seemed inexplicible to her. 
She compared Elsie to a sitter she had used previously for three months. She said the other sitter had been 
more regimented but that Elsie's lack of schedule is "kind of the way we like it." She also said the other sitter 
was cleaner and neater but that "Dirt just doesn't bother me." He 'Was not as comfortable there" as at Elsie's. 
She was aware of Elsie's divorce and of the many problems Elsie had with her children. She said these matters 
came up matter of factly, that Elsie just never complained. Why not? It was "just her nature." Ginny never 
learned all of the names of Elsie's children except for the two whom her boy talked about; she seemed neither 
very curious about Elsie's life nor analytical about it. 
Ginny Brooks was different from the other eight mothers in a number of respects. Her arrangement lasted 
longer than the others, one and a half years, and was more stable on a day-to-day basis. Two mothers had 
known and used Elsie Donovan longer but did not use her so regularly. Her homelife was relatively stable; she 
had a husband who held the same job for five years and no marital problems were apparent. Also she had 
remained at the same address longer than the others (3\0 years) and she was better educated than the others 
with better economic prospects. 
The other mothers were alike in many ways especially in the pressured circumstances of their lives: 
1. There was much marital strife in their lives. Three were divorced or in the process, one had a previous 
marriage, one was on her thlrd marriage, and one was a marriage of separation and threatened divorce. During 
the year and a half that the cluster was followed, there was only one new marriage, but at least a few affairs. 
2. The women in the group held steadier jobs than their husbands and the husbands depended wholly or 
substantially on their wives' income. One husband flunked out of school and was not seeking employment, 
one was disabled, seldom worked except at odd jobs, one had no particular training and was job hunting and 
had been unemployed before, one had been laid off from several jobs and "had to be pushed," and another 
held infrequent jobs bringing in about half of what his wife did. 
3. The mothers in the group also had some job problems though minor compared with their men. One 
either was fired or quit her job, another was laid off at least two jobs, but three had had raises. 
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4. Most of them had to work or felt that they did, with the exception of one who was relying on welfare 
"when it isn't suspendcd;and gelling by with a little help from her friends." 
5. Most or the n1othcrs had jobs of modest earnings··· t~1ctory assembly line, kitchen help, hotel 1naid and 
sccretary~clcrk and bilHng clerk. 
6. All the 1nothers had economic problems. Seven of the nine mothers had been welfare clients at one time 
or another. One had been on welfare since her daughter was born and she went to work when her <laughter was 
a few months old, and gradually as she earned n1ore, her welfare payments dilninishe<l. One was on welfare at 
the beginning of the study but was suspended because of high enough income. One was receiving social 
security benefits along with her husband. One had previously been on welfare for several years, but had 
received training through welfare and had not been on it for some time. 
7. Several of the mothers had had indirect brushes with the law. One had been in jail several months and 
four others had had a husband, boy friend, or brother in jail. 
8. AH were renters who rnoved frequently. All were involved with at least one move in one and a half 
years, four n1oving once, three moving twice, and one moving six times. Most had transportation problems. 
Two started out not having cars and got them during tllis period. Four had no cars and depended on bus or 
friends, while three did have cars. 
What did these mothers require in a babysitting arrangement? They all had their own individual demands 
such as playmates, long hours, short hours, irregular day-to-day basis, discipline or potty-training varied from 
mother to mother. Whatever they wanted from an arrangement in general they were in accord in citing 
particular benefits of the arrangen1ent with Elsie Donovan: 
- that her rates were reasonable. They all said they could name their own price, although one did not. 
- that she didn't pressure them into paying on time, that sometimes her older children babysat. None of 
them was bothered by this. In fact they all seemed to think it was a benefit. 
- that their children were happy there (with one exception who mentioned trouble with the older 
Donovan children). 
that there were other children for their own children to play with. 
that Elsie would go out of her way, if she could, to pick up their children at home or at school. 
that they could leave the children there any time, including on weekends, and that Elsie didn't complain 
if they were not on time in picking up the children. 
- that she would take children to their regular doctor's appointments or would take them on her own to 
the well-baby clinic. 
- that she liked children. Day care children were treated as well as her own. She babysat for money but 
she loved kids. 
How did these tnothers regard this sitter and their own personal relationships wifh her? All of them \Vere 
strangers at first and developed friendships with her. They all liked her despite their criticisms of her. She was 
"'warm and friendly," an "angel," a "good samaritan," a "mother-hen." These terms were used again and again 
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to describe her. The n1others were grateful lo find so111conc who so filled I heir needs. hut 111ost of the111 also 
were expressing a genuine fondness for her as a person. 
They saw her as a non-judg1nenta1 person. She was described as a .. not uppity" person who treated 
everyone the san1e, children and adults. She was seen as accepting and uncritical. 
They saw her as being a pressured person like the1nselves. She had the sa111e econo1nic, 1narital. r~unily and 
housing problems, only worse. This can be sunnned up in one refrain heard n1ore than any others, .. She 
understands our problems." At the same time they did not see her as a complainer or as a martyr either. Some 
of them admired her because they could see her pressures, but she didn't unburden herself to them. 
They all said she was generous. She was so anxious to please them that it was easy to exploit her and some 
did - one in the price of child care, one in leaving her child too long, others in not paying her on time, and 
another in not bringing enough milk. Those who did not exploit her, simply were not the exploiting kind, such 
as one who said, "I could have paid $2.50 a day, but I wouldn't sit for less than $3.00 myself." Even those 
who used or possibly exploited her, expressed ad1niration for her generosity. 
There was a feeling among the mothers of being taken care of. She was perhaps one of the most reliable 
supports in their lives when they could not count on husbands, jobs, or housing; but they could always depend 
on her. So it was easy for them to overlook defects in the arrangement. Son1e of them expressed the idea that 
they "just left it to her." She did inspire confidence and trust immediately and a great deal seemed to be taken 
uon faith." At least three mothers regarded her in a n1otherly way, two when they suddenly were on their own 
after divorce and needed all the support they could get. 
What were sonze of the criticisn1s that were expressed about this sitter? Some criticized the dirt, the 
n1essiness, the confusion. Some said the supervision was nil. One said the children didn't get enough to eat. 
However, there was not con1mon agreement in these areas; indeed such criticisms were not mentioned by all. 
All of the husbands in the group were more critical of Elsie's appearance than were the wives. In fact the 
women just didn't mention how she looked, except for one who described Elsie as having "let herself go." But 
the men were outspoken on this score, although they liked her too, except for one whose attitude was 
condescending. 
The dirtiest housekeepers did not con1ment on the dirt at Elsie Donovan's. Those mothers who did 
comment on the dirt, tended to be cleaner in their own housekeeping and were defensive about the dirt at 
Elsie's. Two became especially criticial after they quit using her, while one continued to defend her because 
the place was so hard to keep clean. Three of the mothers, though clean housekeepers themselves, were in 
revolt against what they regarded as middle-class values and the standards of their own parents. "Dirt doesn't 
matter." They thought there were more important things than worrying about dirt; rather they dreaded harsh 
discipline, structure, and rigid schedules. They responded to Elsie's lack of schedule and said that it fit into 
their own way of handling their children. Indeed she seemed to fulfill needs of their own. 
Many mothers mentioned that Elsie had trouble with her older children, but not one questioned whether 
the quality of her care might have contributed to her children's later problems or might affect their own 
children. Most regarded her problems in this with great sympathy, laying a lot of blame on her husband. There 
was a universal feeling that he was not a help to her at all and probably caused a lot of her problems with the , 
children. Thus they did not have to worry about Elsie's caring for their children. Yet little rationalization was 
offered; it simply was not a source of worry. 
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PROFILE OF CASE # 
..2. "-------
MOTHER DEMOGRAPHIC SITTER DEMOGRAPHIC ARRAMGEMENT 
Hi Family SES /, / 
I I Change of Residence - /, '1 
La.v Residential SES 1.g Hours of care -,7 
Late stage fam. devel. ;,o Sch age arrang. 3,;;i 
Ill M's lm< Ed & Occup - ,() 
IV Early stage fam, devel, , .1,. 
Economic stability ,,2 Pay -,o 
Stability residence -;J,o Yn~ chld, new work m ,4-
V,Low nei 9hborhood SES , ~ 
VI ,·lice house; pre-sch fa111.-~,q 
VI I M's hi earn & occup. _ :?.? 
Ed & occup SES /, o Ful 1 hse pre-sch. _, _,, 
iii cc house and neigh. _ ,;:i_ y 
!1\ddle stage fam. devel. 49 Age of mother: :is{-, g1 
Age of sitter:37 C.9) 
TYPOLOGY: sitter: 8,l';JBG 
ADAPTIVE ORIENTAT!Oi'I: 3(-.1) sitter: / {-. C,) 
MOTHER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder scale 
1. Satisfaction \'lith sitter's concern for child 
3. Preference \'>'Ork role 
4. Economic need to 1-1ork 
B. Dissatisfaction s 1 s possessiveness 
11. Market disadvanta9es 
13. Dissatisfaction chiltl 1 s adjustment 
16. Preference for uninvolved, businesslike relationship 
17. Inter-family closeness 
SITTER ATTITUDE SCALES 
Ladder 
1. Satisfaction \Vith mother's concern for child 
3. Economic need to babysit 
4. Expressive needs met by babysi:tting 
5. Satisfaction mother's discipline 
7. Dissat. mother 1 s hours, demands, lack of planfulness 
10. Caring for this child is an emotional drain 
12. Role Strain 
I4. Satisfaction child's adjustment 
17. Inter-family closeness 
STABILITY CRITERIA 
Dissatisfaction as Reason for Tennination 
Dura ti on 
Mother Sitter 
'72 12 If) weeks 
~87 

CHAPTER XIII 
CONCLUSION 
As we stated in Chapter I the aim of this study was to investigate sources of stability and instability of the 
family day care arrangement. Of primary interest were two questions: I) To what extent is private family day 
care an inherently unstable form of social arrangement? 2) Can an analysis of the sources of instability tell us 
in which direction to look in planning for policies or direct interventions that could have a stabilizing effect on 
this kind of child care arrangc1nent? 
The Issue uf Inherent Instability. The answer to the first question must be a qualified "no." First let us see 
why not, then the qualifications. The private fan1ily day care arrangement is not inherently unstable because: 
I) Most of the users and givers of this forn1 of care are satisfied with their arrangements at the start and 
ren1ain so. 
2) Most arrangements end for extrinsic reasons and not for dissatisfaction and would last longer were it not 
for changes of work role, of residence, or of changes to child care usage where the child remains at home. 
Many satisfactory arrangements do last for years. 
3) In general there appears to be a complementary fit between the basic life circumstances of the mothers 
and the caregivers. The economic need of the working mother who must join the labor force and find a child 
care resource fits with the relatively low economic need of the sitter who can afford to stay home. Andd the 
young family of the working mother who has children under six complements the somewhat older family of 
the caregiver. 
4) The family day care arrangement has a manifest feasibility that derives from its many faceted 
convenience for the working mother. This convenience is based on the physical proximity of the caregiver's 
home nearby in the neighborhood, but also on the capacity of the caregiver and her family to accommodate 
with flexibility the idiosyncratic needs of the family of the working mother, such as her hours and work 
schedule, and the age range of her children. 
5) Based on individual values and preferences, family Jay care offers a choice permitting an individualized 
selection process to take place. This study docun1ents the wide variation tolerated in this selection process 
probably by means of a 1nechanism thal allows for the achieve1nent and maintenance by each party of the 
desired degree of social distance, cooperation, and control of the social interaction. 
6) Most users and givers of family day care appear to have the social competence to manage the 
relationships involved and to achieve what they want in an arrangement despite the strains that are also 
involved. 
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7) A substantial proportion of mothers and caregivers work out nnituaJly satisfying arrange1nents, the 
reciprocity of benefils giving stability to their relations. 
Yet the "no" answer to our first question of whether family day care is inherently unstable n1ust be 
qualified because: 
1) For n1any users fan1ily day care is an option not of preference but of little choice for lack of other 
alternatives, especially to work part-time or stay home. 
2) A nun1ber of users of family day care do become dissatisfied and terminate for that reason. 
3) A number of caregivers also becan1e dissatisfied although they are less likely to end an arrangement 
despite dissatisfaction. 
4) A source of difficulty arises from the selection process involving poor judgment, pressure to make an 
arrangement quickly under harassing conditions, and uncertainity about how to approach, assess, and evaluate 
a prospective resource. 
5) Arrangements between friends are destined to be brief or else fraught with tension. 
6) Once the arrangement has begun, selection factors become of less importance than maintenance factors. 
Adaptive abilities involving how two parties to the arrange1nent can communicate with one another about 
problems that arise appear to be a key to having a successful arrangement. Yet there are those who lack the 
interpersonal competence to n1aintain the relationship and achieve an arrangement with which they or the 
other party will be satisfied. It is not clear from our study to what extent this retreatist mode of behavior 
represents an incapacity of personality, a general pattern of behavior that cuts across many social roles, or a 
lack of learned ability to con1n1unicate and cope with family day care roles in particular for which the culture 
has few clear norms and expectations. 
7) An inherent source of instability or at least a potential source of exploitation, is to be found in 
conflicting benefits for 1nothers and caregivers - mother satisfaction associated with sitter dissatisfaction on 
such issues as hours, demands, and feeling of emotional drain. 
Intervention. Insofar as private family day care is an unstable form of arrangement, the study suggests 
which are the major sources of instability, and thus directs our attention to the most fruitful issues to address 
in our intervention programs. It is beyond the scope of this monograph to suggest in detail how family day 
care arrangements should be reached, what kinds of interventions should be employed, and what other specific 
programs and policies could increase the rates at which optimun1 child care arrangements are made or decrease 
the rates at which unsatisfactory child care arrangements are made. We have already tried to address such 
questions in previous publications. I The results of this last study, though, reinforce our conviction that the 
private world of family day care needs a system of supportive services and policies designed both to strengthen 
its considerable potentials and to improve it where it fails to function well for the families involved. 
The solutions to many of the problems of family day care are not day care solutions per se. For example, 
many working mothers and their children would be better off if they did not have to work at all, and for them 
the solution is not one of day care but of an adequate family income while the children are small. Likewise, 
much of the discontinuity of care associated with family day care has been traced in this study to external 
I See References - Project Publications. 
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c:.iuscs Slll'h as 1nohility, n1arilal disruption, joh ch:111gl', and Ille pn'SSllH's uf a n1a1ginal 1..•co110111k life TIH• 
slr;.1i11 an<l cn1otio11al drain :~ssociatcd \vllh fainily day ca1t' could he 1t•d11l'l'd hy sho11c1 l111ut." 111' ,·;1h', "'hh·h 
rncans changes in c1nploy1nl'lll policies and pa1!-!i!lh.' \Vork opporfunitk's fo1 wo111c11. The dayl':ltl' l'\jll'lll'lh'I.' 
would be i1nprovcd by the general in1provc1nc111 nf ncighhorhonds as a childreafing cnviron111c11t. Thl' qualijy 
of care in ra111ily settings or all kinds \VouJd benefit frOlll progrants that generally i111prove the quality uf fa111i1y 
life and the ability of parents to be ell cc live influences in their children's Jives. 
In addition there are supportive services that could address the day care arrangement itself or any of the 
parties to the arrangement. Our Field Study has demonstrated the need for infonnation and referral services 
which if decentralized to the neighborhood level through a network of neighborhood women and backed up 
by expert consultation services could improve not only the processes by which infonnal child care is arranged 
but also the processes by which problems are dealt with and arrangements are maintained.2 A great many of 
the kinds of problems that arise to plague the mothers and caregivers are problems of infonnation and 
judgment, of attitude and understanding, of communication and effort that would respond to the supportive 
assistance of a natural system of service delivery such as we dernonstrated in the Day Care Neighbor Service. 
Likewise, the Community Fa1nily Day Care Project in Pasadena, California has demonstrated the strengths, as 
well as ways of improving, fan1ily day care as a childrearing environment. 3 
The practical relevance of the present study is pri1narily that of revealing the viability of the family day care 
arrangement and the bases of that viability, while at the san1e time identifying those sources of weakness that 
are amenable to change in a favorable way either through social policies or through intervention by services. 
We have identified difficulties that arise from the lives of the caregivers, from the lives of working mothers, 
and that arise fro1n the conflicting roles and social interactions between mother and caregiver. We also have 
drawn attention to the subtle balance that assures successful relations between mother and caregiver. The 
outcome for the child depends on that balance, and it behooves any intervention program to avoid giving 
undue weight to the interests of either party. Especially risky probably are programs that strengthen the power 
of the caregiver in the transaction to an extent that weakens consumer choice, influence, or responsibility. 
Another risk lies in trying to organize and deliver fan1ily day care within the fran1ework of a formal, direct 
service. \Ve should recognize and accept the fact that fan1ily day care has demonstrated its viability on a scale 
that equals the use of kin for child care. Without help it has functioned remarkably well. Seen as a natural 
demonstration project launched by the American family, it deserves rather high marks. On the other hand, it 
has weaknesses as this study points out. We are persuaded, however, that the way to in1ple!llent a fa1nily day 
care program on a large scale is through a neighborhood approach that relies on infonnal arrangetnents and 
offers supportive services. What does that mean? 
It means recognizing that family day care is a neighborhood phenomenon and that the cultivation of 
family day care resources requires a neighborhood approach. 
In staffing patterns, this means shifting from a caseload pattern to a territorial pattern, assigning census 
tracts and working a beat, a geographic area. 
2AJice H. Collins and Eunice L. Watson. The Day Care Neighbor Service: A Handbook for the Organization and Operation of 
a New Approach to Fan1i/y Day Care. Portland: Tri-County Community Council, 1969. 
Arthur C. Emlen and Eunice L. \Vatson. Matchmaking in Neighborhood Day Care: A Descriptive Study of the Day Care 
Neighbor Service. Corvallis, Oregon: DCE Books, 1971. 
3June S. Sale and Yolanda L. Torres. "J'n1 Not Just a Babysitter" - A Descriptive Report of the Conununity Fa1nily Day Care 
Project. Pasadena: Pacific Oaks College, 1971. 
June Sale, et al. Open the Door .. . ._'·iee the People. Pasadena: Pacific Oaks College, 1972. 
291 
It means developing contacts and relationships in the neighborhood, becon1i.ng acquainted with the 
various networks of persons who relate to child care and using those networks, supporting then1, relying 
on them to do your recruiting, as well as for information and referral. 
It means providing formal information and referral resources but not relying exclusively on a fonnal 
system. 
It means staff not trying to do it all themselves but having a multiplier effect for their efforts by relying 
on neighborhood networks. 
It nleans changing one's concept of available resources: not trying to maintain a list of homes that is 
not up to date but tnaintaining through the neighborhood networks an ongoing system of recruitment 
Iha t can be called into play. 
It means not getting hung up on universal certification that allows a certification bottle neck~ rather it 
means having the courage to work with the child care arrangements people n1ake themselves and to save 
regulatory efforts for high risk cases, differentiating overloaded homes from the typical family day care 
home. 
It means allowing a free market place for the day care consumer; for the welfare department it means 
voucher not vendor payments; and paying going rates for care but supplementing with subsidized 
supportive services. 
In the balance between accountability and trust, it means acting in such a way as to strengthen the 
natural accountability that transpires when informed consumers exercize influence on the services 
purchased and when caregivers are given the consultation and support they need to do their job. It does 
not n1ean blind trust but an active attentive trust that those who have parental responsibility or 
supplementary child care responsibility will do the best they can and will do even better if they have the 
help they need. 
It means recognizing the special benefits afforded by the inforn1al child rearing environment when 
full-day care is needed and using formal centers primarily for time-limited child development programs. 
It means recognizing that family day care is an indispensible resource for some families, yet not a 
universal resource for everybody; especially it will not be viewed as a substitute by all school-age families 
nor by large families needing home care. 
Lastly, it means continued research for a neighborhood-by-neighborhood assessment of diverse day care 
needs and resources. 
This longitudinal study revealed more problems than did our previous study. In general it was a sample of 
less stable arrangements. However, our conviction about what should be done about the private family day 
care arrangement has only been confirmed. It is no use trying to ignore, prevent, or completely to remake this 
widespread social invention in the in1age of what you or I might think is good for kids. One cannot disregard 
why this form of care exists and how it fits into the lives of the families involved. 
We did not directly study the effects of family day care on children; rather we studied the perception and 
evaluation of it by the caregiver who provided it and by the consumer who used it. We did this because, in the 
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lasl analysis, it is their attitudes to which we 1nust pay attention; it is their behavior that detcnnincs \Vhat 
happens to the children. 
This study was an effort to understand the conditions under which n1others and caregivers \Viii 1nake 
arrangernents with which they will be satisfied, and we think the evidence supports the view that day care 
consumers 1nake the best arrange1nents they can or know how to under the circumstances of their lives and 
that caregivers offer a service that compares favorably with family care generally. 
It must be remembered that the day care reported in this study was achieved without benefit of social 
agency assistance or supervision, without regulation or educational program, against considerable odds, such as 
long hours, low pay and the competing demands of work and family life these women managed to create an 
infonnal system of child care that has much to recomtnend. It is a creative social achievement. 
Much could be done to strengthen it, but the supports it needs are subtle. We think that the most fruitful 
attitude to take toward neighborhood farnily day care is not to ruin it by some fancy bureaucratic overkill -
that is by licensing, supervising, or training it to death. Rather we should support it in careful and perhaps 
largely indirect ways that respect the reasons for its viability. It will take a high order of professional discipline 
not to interfere with, yet to strengthen, such natural systems of infonnal care and service. 
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APPENDIX A 
PANEL STUDY ATTITUDE ITEMS 
IN ORDER OF PRESENTATION 
These ite1ns, parallel for mothers and sitters, were used as repeat measures at the T 1, T 2 and T 3 interviews. 
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PANEL STUDY 
MOTHER ITEMS IN ORDER OF 
PRESENTATION 
THIS ARRANGEMENT (Items 110-262: Attitudes Toward Particular Arrangement) 
110. I knew the sitter as a friend before we began the arrangement. 
l 12. Our families often get together. 
114. 1 only see my sitter when 1 pick up or deliver my child. 
l 16. My child has the opportunity to learn to play with other children at the sitter's. 
118. She is the sort of person you can tell your problems to. 
120. I appreciate the way my sitter sticks to a routine with my child. 
122. One reason I have this sitter is that our children are friends. 
124. My sitter has had a very rough time most of her life. 
126. She expects too much of me. 
I 28. I'm not sure my sitter likes my child. 
130. My child sometimes seems confused about which of us is his mother. 
132. My sitter understands my child's moods. 
I 34. We enjoy getting together. 
136. I get tired of her telling me her problems. 
138. We agree about a lot of things. 
140. I can drop my child off at the sitter's any time I need to. 
l 42. By being with this sitter my child learns some important things that he wouldn't at home. 
144. She takes an interest in me personally. 
146. She knows how to make the ehildren mind. 
148. We have a lot in common. 
150. I think my sitter will usually do more for my child than she has to. 
152. I get the impression that my sitter doesn't always feed my c.hild the things I want him to have. 
154. It is good for my child to have a chance to play with her children. 
156. My child picks up bad habits at the sitter's. 
158. My sitter seems to have too many things on her mind to pay enough attention to my child. 
160. My sitter is too nervous. 
162. Sometimes I think my sitter doesn't care about children at all. 
164. My sitter has my child visit her or comes to see him even when she is not sitting. 
166. It's impossible to tell the sitter what my plans are because I don't know myself. 
168. The babysitter is fair with my child. 
170. If I had it to do over, I'd choose this sitter again. 
172. My sitter is one of my closest friends. 
174. I don't like the way she tries to tell me what to do. 
176. The babysitter lives too far away to be convenient. 
I 78. She lets my child run wild. 
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2 lO. I like the neighborhood my sitter lives in. 
212. My sitter is like a mother to me. 
214. My sitter charges too much. 
216. Our families are so close it is as if we were relatives. 
218. I don't think she approves of my working. 
220. She,s someone you can count on in an emergency. 
222. So1netimes 1'111 afraid that she's coming between me and my child. 
224. I like the way my child and sitter gel along. 
226. My sitter and l keep on pretty good terms. 
228. Our children play together all the time. 
230. I wish my sitter would spend more time doing things with my children. 
232. I just don't have time to stop and chat as often as the sitter wants to. 
234. She is considerate of me. 
236. I rely on her for personal advice. 
238. This is the best sitter for my child that I know. 
240. 1 am satisfied with her housekeeping. 
242. I feel she takes advantage of me. 
244. Her friendship means a lot to me. 
246. I would be happier if 1 could depend on my babysitter more. 
248. I have trouble with my child because the sitter spoils him. 
250. She gets too possessive with my child. 
252. We have a lot in cornn1on in what we expect of my chi1dren. 
254. She takes a real interest in my child. 
256. My sitter doesn't seem lo keep a close enough eye on what my child is doing. 
258. Sometimes she ignores my instructions. 
260. My sitter and l sit and talk to each other for hours. 
262. She doesn.'t give the children enough to do. 
GENERAL OPINION (Items 264-528: Attitudes toward Working Mother/FDC User Role) 
264. There are many people in my neighborhood who would be willing to give child care. 
266. My children usually like going to a babysitter's home. 
268. I wish n1y job were more interesting. 
270. If I want a sitter, l have lo take what 1 can get. 
272. 1 simply can't afford to lose my job. 
274. 1 have a neighbor or relative who is available in an emergency. 
276. 1 think it's best to keep babysitting arrangements businesslike. 
278. I make every effort to patch up misunderstandings with the sitter. 
310. You can usually trust a sitter to do a good job. 
312. My child appreciates n1e more since he started going to a sitter's. 
314. Working keeps me from feeling bored. 
316. I worry about losing contact with what my children are doing when 1 work. 
318. 1 like the way my child has learned lo be more self-sufficient from being in another home part of the 
day. 
320. 1 have to work in order to make ends meet. 
322. It's difficult for my children to "take to" a sitter. 
324. 1(! lost this job 1 could always get another. 
326. I think most sitters try to do what is best for the children they sit for. 
328. l get behind on my housework because I work. 
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330. I would only want to leave n1y child at a place where there is another child he enjoys. 
332. I do h<1vc sonic choice about whether to work or not. 
334. If there arc proble1ns aboul how to care for n1y child, the sillcr and I should work the1n out together. 
336. Most days I wish I didn't have to go out lo wnrk. 
338. I leave 1ny child(rcn) with a babysitter because I don't h:1Vt' any olhcr choict~. 
340. My child seems afraid to let me out of his sight since he has been going to babysitters. 
342. Babysitters usually understand if a mother can't pay on time once in a while. 
344. Usually I don't have a hard time finding a job. 
346. Babysitting for a friend makes for too many problems. 
348. Keeping a babysitter is hard. 
350. If I lost my sitter, I would have to stay home. 
352. My family seems to get along better at home when I am working. 
354. I prefer sitters who do not try to involve me in their lives. 
356. It is hard to find a babysitter whose hours work out with my own. 
358. I prefer a sitter who is interested in helping me and my child. 
360. I feel lucky to find any job at all. 
362. Since I have had a sitter my child loses his temper more often. 
364-. I am happier when I am working. 
366. The closer the friendship between mother and sitter, the better the arrangen1ent. 
368. My children usually don't like their babysitters. 
370. It is important that both sitter and mother work out in detail what they expect of each other. 
372. It's hard trying to hold down a job and raise children at the same time. 
374. I have a list of alternates if this arrangement fails. 
376. If child care problems come up, my employer usually lets me off. 
378. I always try to do whatever I can to keep things going smoothly. 
410. It is easier for sitters to be patient than it is for mothers. 
412. I would rather have my child at the home of a sitter than at a day care center. 
414. I would ratherleave my child with a sitter than with a relative or a member of my own family. 
416. I would rather have a babysitter come in to my own home than have my children go out. 
418. I would not keep a sitter who did not follow all instructions I gave her. 
420. Sometimes I have to have my child stay late at the sitter's. 
422. Most babysitters try to be friendly with the working mother. 
424. Ilike the daily routine of going to work. 
426. I wouldn't dare do anything to upset my sitter. 
428. The best way to get along with a sitter is to keep your mouth shut. 
430. I expect to become good friends with my sitters. 
432. My children get along with anybody. 
434. Most employers think working mothers are more trouble than they are worth. 
436. There are a lot of jobs available that I can do . 
. 438. It is not fair for mothers to ask sitters to treat their children in a special way. 
440. I think other people look down on me for being a working mother. 
442. When I work, I feel I'm doing something more worthwhile than just staying home and taking care of 
children. 
444. I don't know how to find another sitter. 
446. A mother should insist that a sitter carry out the mother's way of handling the child. 
448. If a sitter can't be flexible, I won't hire her. 
450. My child and I have more fun when we are together since he has been looked after by babysitters. 
452. If really necessary, I could quit work and stay home. 
454. It is all right with me when sitters would rather not get too involved with the mother. 
304 
456. It's hard to find a babysitter who really enjoys taking care of the children. 
458. For n1e, working is not an absolute necessity. 
460. You have to put up with a lot in order to keep a sitter. 
462. I think most babysitters give care just to earn money. 
464. It boU1ers me that I can't have the kind of child care arrangement I would really like. 
466. If my child did not like the sitter, I would find out why before deciding to change. 
468. I'1n careful not to impose on 1ny sitter. 
470. I would ratl1er work than stay home. 
472. I make it clear to the sitter that she has to be completely reliable. 
474. Babysitters always like my children. 
476. Unless a sitter did something to really hurt my child, I would not interfere with her way of handling 
him. 
478. I can't always let the sitter know ahead of time when I have to change my plans. 
510. Often I wish I could stay home and be just a housewife. 
512. One reason I enjoy my job is that I like the people I work with. 
514. I feel guilty about leaving my child with a sitter when he cries for me. 
516. I always have trouble finding a sitter. 
518. My family couldn't get by if I didn't work. 
520. I like the kind of work I am doing. 
522. Too many babysitters don't care enough about the children they give day care for. 
524. I think my child would be easier to handle if he didn't have to go to the babysitter's at all. 
526. I think most babysitters look down on mothers who work. 
528. On the whole, I think I can be a better mother if I work. 
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PANEL STUDY 
SITIER ITEMS IN ORDER OF 
PRESENTATION 
THIS ARRANGEMENT (Items 110-310: Attitudes Toward Particular Arrangement) 
110. Her children are neat and clean. 
112. Our families often get together. 
114. I only see the mother when she leaves or picks up her child. 
116. I often let the day care child "help" me with household tasks. 
118. The mother is the sort of person you can tell your problems to. 
120. It would be easier for me if the mother were more concerned about her children. 
122. One reason I babysit for this mother is that our children are friends. 
124. This mother has had a very rough time most of her life. 
126. The mother expects too much from me. 
128. She takes a real interest in her child. 
130. I wish her hours were more regular. 
132. The children are too much for me. 
134. The mother and I enjoy getting together. 
136. I get tired of the mother telling me her problems. 
138. We agree about a lot of things. 
140. Her child seems bored when he is here. 
142. She doesn't let me know when she changes her plans. 
144. The mother takes an interest in me personally. 
146. Her children seem to mind her. 
148. The mother and I have a lot in common. 
150. Even though I get along with most children, 1 just can't make myself like this one. 
152. The mother doesn't keep up her end of the bargain. 
154. She seems to have fun with her children. 
156. Taking care of her child is more of a drain than I expected. 
158. The mother is always interested in what I have to say about her child. 
160. The mother doesn't seem to understand how busy I am all the time. 
162. Sometimes I think the mother doesn't care about her child at all. 
164. I often visit with this child or have him visit me even when I am not babysitting him. 
166. I don't expect her to tell me what her plans are because she doesn't know herself. 
168. I think the mother resents the attention I give her child. 
170. If I had it to do over, I would be willing to take her child again. 
172. The mother is one of my closest friends. 
174. Her child just won't mind me. 
176. The mother tries to pick up her child when she says she will. 
178. The mother seems pretty critical of me. 
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210. Her child seems to have fun at my house. 
212. I am like a mother to her. 
214. The main reason I sit for this child is that I worry what would happen to him if! didn't have him. 
216. Our families are so close it's as if we were relatives. 
218. The mother seems concerned about only herself. 
220. She is so1neone you can count on in an emergency. 
222. Some days I really feel ready to give the children up .. 
224. I sometimes wish the mother weren't so dependent on me. 
226. The mother and I keep on pretty good terms. 
228. Her child gets on my nerves more often than I'd like. 
230. I see a lot of this mother because we enjoy each other. 
232. I wish her child had a better time at my house. 
234. The mother and I handle the child in about the same way. 
236. She relies on me for personal advice. 
238. I am just the right sitter for this child. 
240. It would be better if the mother let me have a freer hand in disciplining the child. 
242. I feel like the mother takes advantage of me. 
244. The mother's friendship means a lot to me. 
246. I get tired of trying so hard to keep the mother happy all the time. 
248. I have trouble with her children because they are so spoiled. 
250. The mother is very cooperative. 
252. We have a lot in common in what we expect of her children. 
254. I get tired of the mother not sticking to the hours we agreed upon. 
256. I would be sorry to see the children go. 
258. I wish she gave her children more attention. 
260. The mother and I sit and talk to each other for hours. 
262. She is a good mother. 
264. I don't think the mother approves of me. 
266. I like the way her children behave. 
268. She lets her child get away with too much. 
270. The child seems to mind better for me than for his mother. 
272. I am becoming less satisfied with the mother. 
274. I like the way the mother treats her children. 
276. I get tired of the mother talking about her trouble with the child at home. 
278. Her child is a real pleasure to be around. 
3 IO. I am satisfied with the hours I take care of the child. 
GENERAL OPINION (Item 312-528: Attitude_s Toward Working Mother/FDC Giver Role) 
312. It's hard to get babysitting jobs because there are a lot of women in my neighborhood who do 
babysitting. 
314. Most mothers are very friendly. 
316. I use whatever kind of discipline the mother tells me to. 
318. There are things I enjoy doing with the day care children that I wouldn't do if they were not here. 
320. If I want to do babysitting I have to take what I can get. 
322. I make clear to the mother what I expect of her if I take her child. 
324. If I weren't doing babysitting I'd get bored. 
326. Day care arrangements last as long as I would like them to. 
328. I can get along with any child. 
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330. I only want day care children that my own child enjoys. 
332. I need to babysit because it provides me with a steady source of income. 
334. Mothers are usually considerate of sitters. 
336. I get tired of having extra children around. 
338. I try to do things for a child the way his mother does. 
340. I would give day care only to children I enjoy. 
342. If a mother can't pay on time, I don't mind waiting. 
344. I find that my babysitting is sometimes hard on my own family. 
346. I am very particular about whom I sit for. 
348. If 1 feel it is better for a child, I would do everything I could to persuade a mother to continue the 
arrangement. 
350. I think of babysitting as a business that should be run efficiently. 
352. I won't sit for a mother who doesn't do what she says she will. 
354. Although I enjoy being around children, the money I make is more important to me. 
356. Mothers shouldn't wo.rk unless they absolutely have to. 
358. It doesn't really do most children harm to spend the day away from their mothers. 
360. I can afford to be choosey about whom I sit for because sitters are hard to find. 
362. Mothers impose on sitters. 
364. I am happier when I am taking care of children. 
366. The closer the friendship between mother and sitter, the better the arrangement. 
368. If I didn't give day care, I doubt if I would get a job outside of home. 
370. It is important that both mother and sitter work out in detail what they expect of each other. 
372. I do babysitting even though I don't especially need the money. 
374. A child should learn that other people don't always treat him the way his mother does. 
376. I enjoy giving day care because of the affection the children give me. 
378. Mothers are always pleased with the way I have things fixed up to take care of children. 
410. I'm not really satisfied witl1 the amount of money I can make babysitting. 
412. In many cases, I think sitters end up giving the child the affection he ought to be getting from his 
mother. 
414. It doesn't seem to bother my husband (family) to have extra children around. 
416. I think working mothers want a babysitter to teach their children things that are a mother's job to do. 
418. I have a nice house and yard for taking care of children. 
420. I would not keep a child who didn't get along here. 
422. I make it clear to the mother that it is really inconvenient for me to babysit after a certain hour. 
424. I can't find as many day care children as I need to have. 
426. The mother and I work out together what each of us does in an arrangement. 
428. I do babysitting because I don't have any other choice. 
430. I expect to become good friends with the mothers I sit for. 
432. I want day care children who will behave themselves here. 
434. I would enjoy giving day care more if the arrangement would last longer. 
436. I think most working mothers make every effort to cooperate with the sitter in caring for the child. 
438. I don't want to get too attached to day care children. 
440. I feel criticized for doing babysitting. 
442. I enjoy giving day care because it makes me feel that I'm needed. 
444. I don't know how to find people to babysit for. 
446. My husband gets upset sometimes because he feels that I do more for mothers and children than I need 
to. 
448. I like to keep at least one child all the time. 
450. I think a day care giver is usually not paid enough. 
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452. I think several hours a day is too 1nuch for a child lo be aw;1y fro111his111othl'L 
454. It's all right with n1c when n1other.s wou!LI rather nut gel too involved \Vith the day care giver. 
456. I find that oflen the mother expects the siller to du too much. 
458. It's hard to get the kind of children I want to care for. 
460. One of the nicest things about doing babysitting is getting to know the mothers. 
462. It's hard not to get too attached to day care children. 
464. Mothers are not very reliable about paying me. 
466. I can't have children who stay late. 
468. I wouldn't babysit for a mother I didn't like. 
470. Most mothers are good about letting me know about changes in their plans. 
4 72. My own children pick up bad habits from the day care children. 
474. Mothers don't understand that a babysitter has too much to do just taking care of children to play with 
them all the time. 
476. Once I take a child, I'll keep him as long as I am asked. 
478. One of my biggest problems with day care is getting along with the mothers. 
510. !just can't manage to keep the house the way I want to with children around all the time. 
512. A sitter should try to get along with all kinds of children. 
514. Son1eti111es mothers say they will bring their children and then they don't show up. 
516. I would continue day care only for a child who likes me. 
518. My family could not get by without the money I make taking care of children. 
520. I think a sitter should tell the mother if she thinks the child is not cared for properly at home. 
522. Mothers give me adequate instructions. 
524. I feel sad to lose the day care children when the mother ends the arrangement. 
526. My husband (or family) doesn't approve of my doing babysitting. 
528. I take children whether they are sick or not. 
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APPENDIX B 
MOTHER AND SITTER 
ATTITUDE SCALES 
As described in Child Olre by Kith, these scales were developed on a previous independent sample by means 
of a series of overlapping factor analyses, and item analyses designed to create internally consistent sets of 
discrete items. Alpha coefficients are presented, as well as means and standard deviations, medians and ranges, 
at T1 , T2 and T3 . 
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Scale I 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S SATISFACTION WITH THIS SITTER'S CONCERN FOR CHILD 
170. If I had it to do over, I'd choose this sitter again. 
224. I like the way my child and sitter get along. 
254. She takes a real interest in my child. 
158. My sitter seems to have too many things on her mind to pay enough attention to my child. 
128. I'm not sure my sitter likes my child. 
246. I would be happier if I could depend on my babysitter more. 
252. We have a lot in common in what we expect of my children. 
138. We agree about a lot of things. 
238. This is the best sitter for my child that I know. 
150. I think my sitter will usually do more for my child than she has to. 
230. I wish my sitter would spend more time doing things with my children. 
162. Sometimes I think my sitter doesn't care about children at all. 
I 32. My sitter understands my child's moods. 
262. She doesn't give the children enough to do. 
168. The babysitter is fair with my child. 
220. She's someone you can count on in an emergency. 
464. It bothers me that I can't have the kind of child care arrangement I would really like. 
240. I am satisfied with her housekeeping. 
152. I get the impression that my sitter doesn't always feed my child the things I want him to have. 
270. If I want a sitter, I have to take what I can get. 
460. You have to put up with a lot in order to keep a sitter. 
428. The best way to get along with a sitter is to keep your mouth shut. 
Number of items = 22 Possible range of scale scores= ±66 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;,o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-6 to +61 
38 
3 
113 
34.47 
14.86 
.87 
T1 
-10to+63 
40 
2 
87 
36.89 
13.84 
.90 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .91 
312 
T, 
-35 to +65 
33 
16 
100 
27.20 
22.13 
.94 
-~ 
I 
Scale 3 
364. 
470. 
528. 
510. 
424. 
314. 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S PREFERENCE FOR WORK ROLE OVER HOMEMAKER ROLE 
I am happier when I am working. 
I would rather work than stay home. 
On the whole, I think I can be a better mother if I work. 
Often I wish I could stay home and be just .a housewife. 
I like the daily routine of going to work. 
Working keeps me from feeling bored. 
442. When I work, l feel I'm doing something more worthwhile than just staying home and taking care of 
children. 
336. Most days I wish I didn't have to go out to work. 
352. My family seems lo get along better al hon1e when I an1 working. 
450. My child and I have rnore fun when we arc together since he has been looked after by babysitters. 
Number of items= I 0 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
T, 
-26 to +25 
2 
52 
64 
.19 
Possible range of scale scores= ±30 
-23 to +27 
2 
42 
47 
1.81 
T, 
-25 to +26 
0 
55 
M 
.42 
E
t ndard deviahon 13.05 12.81 
ha .89 .91 
ginal alpha for indepen_~ent sample for whi~h scales were constru~~"~~-~-1 ____ ,. --~ __ _ 
Ll.21 
.91 
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Scale 4 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S ECONOMIC NEED TO WORK 
518. My family couldn't get by ifl didn't work. 
458. For me, working is not an absolute necessity. 
332. I do have some choice about whether to work or not. 
320. I have to work in order to make ends meet. 
452. If really necessary, I could quit work and stay home. 
272. I simply can't afford to lose my job. 
Number of items ; 6 Possible range of scale scores; ±18 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-18 to +18 
2 
53 
63 
2.23 
10.73 
.93 
T2 
-18to+l8 
3 
40 
49 
1.94 
11.59 
.96 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .96 
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T, 
-18 to +18 
-2 
64 
52 
-.22 
11.11 
.96 
Scale 5 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S ASSERTION THAT SITTERS SHOULD DO WHAT MOTHERS SAY 
418. I would not keep a sitter who did not follow all instructions I gave her. 
358. I prefer a sitter who is interested in helping me and my child. 
446. A mother should insist that a sitter carry out the mother's way of handling the child. 
472. I make it clear to the sitter that she has to be completely reliable. 
370. It is important that both sitter and mother work out in detail what they expect of each other. 
334. If there are problems about how to care for my child, the sitter and I should work them out together. 
278. I make every effort to patch up misunderstandings with the sitter. 
Number of items= 7 Possible range of scale scores = ±21 
Ti T2 T, 
Range of actual scores -2 to +21 -3 to +18 -2 to +20 
Median score 11 10 lO 
Frequency <O 2 l 2 
;;;.o 114 88 114 
Mean score 10.67 9.92 9.97 
Standard deviation 4.64 4.10 4.02 
alpha .59 .59 .51 
I Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .70 
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Scale 6 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S GENERAL CONFIDENCE IN SITTERS 
310. You can usually trust a sitter to do a good job. 
474. Babysitters always like my children. 
326. I think most sitters try to do what is best for the children they sit for. 
422. Most babysitters try to be friendly with the working mother. 
522. Too many babysitters don't care enough about the children they give day care for. 
348. Keeping a babysitter is hard. 
456. It's hard to find a babysitter who really enjoys taking care of the children. 
Number of items= 7 Possible range of scale scores= ±21 
Ti T2 T, 
Range of actual scores -9 to +16 -10to+19 -9to+l9 
Median score 3 6 4 
Frequency <O 29 14 24 
>O 87 75 92 
Mean score 3.45 5.87 4.23 
Standard deviation 5.69 6.18 5.96 
alpha .61 .78 .71 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed . 71 
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Scale 7 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S JOB SATISFACTION AND JOB-MARKET ADVANTAGE 
520. I like the kind of work I am doing. 
268. I wish my job were more interesting. 
344. Usually I don't have a hard time finding a job. 
512. One reason I enjoy my job is that I like the people I work with. 
360. I feel lucky to find any job at all. 
376. If child care problems come up, my employer usually lets me o!T. 
324. If I lost this job I could always gel another. 
436. There are a lot of jobs available that I can do. 
Nun1ber of items = 8 
,----· -----·--------
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
>O 
Mean score 
Standard deviation· 
alpha 
T, 
-IOto+24 
14 
7 
109 
11.28 
6.54 
.66 
Possible range of scale scores= ±24 
T, 
-6 to +24 
12 
5 
84 
11.79 11.!6 
6.3333 5.75 
.73 .68 
Original alpha for independent sa1nple for which scales were constructed .72 1 
-·-- ___________________ ,, ___________ _J 
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Scale 8 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S COMPLAINTS ABOUT SITTER'S POSSESSIVENESS 
222. Sometimes I'n1 afraid that she's coming between n1e and 111y child. 
130. My child sometimes seems confused about which of us is his mother. 
250. She gets too possessive with my child. 
Number of items = 3 Possible range of scale scores = ±9 
T, T2 T, 
Range of actual scores -9 to -2 -9 to+ 1 -9 to +1 
Median score -7 -6 -6 
Frequency <O 116 87 113 
;;.o 0 2 3 
Mean score -6.81 -6.49 -6.25 
Standard deviation 1.81 1.89 2.17 
alpha .50 .66 .66 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .74 
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Scale 9 
MOTHER SCALES 
PLAYMATES FOR CHILD AS MOTHER'S REASON FOR HA YING THIS ARRANGEMENT 
154. It is good for my child to have a chance to play with her children. 
330. l would only want to leave my child at a place where there is another child he enjoys. 
116. My child has the opportunity to learn to play with other children at the sitter's. 
142. By being with thissilter, my child learns some important things that he wouldn't at home. 
Nu1nbcr of items= 4 Possible range of scale scores= ±12 
Range of actual scores 
I Median score 
I Frequency <O 
I ;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-6 to +12 
5 
6 
110 
5.38 
3.55 
.48 
T, - ----------~ 
-5 lo+ll -8 to+l2 I 
6 5 
4 14 
85 102 
5.74 4.83 
3.08 3.79 
.51 .53 
Original alpha for °ti1dependcnt sample for which scales were constructed .65 
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Scale 10 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S NEED FOR A FLEXIBLE SITTER 
478. I can't always let the sitter know ahead of time when I have to change my plans. 
166. It's impossible to tell the sitter what my plans are because I don't know myself. 
420. Sometimes I have to have my child stay late at the sitter's. 
356. It is hard to fmd a babysitter whose hours work out with my own. 
140. I can drop my child off at the sitter's any time I need to. 
448. If a sitter can't be flexible, I won't hire her. 
468. I'm careful not to impose on my sitter. 
210. I like the neighborhood my sitter lives in. 
Number of items = 8 Possible range of scale scores = ±24 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;,o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-16 to +II 
-3 
79 
37 
-3.03 
5.79 
.38 
T2 
-17to+l6 
-3 
51 
38 
-2.44 
6.33 
.63 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .67 
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T, 
-16to+l2 
-2 
70 
46 
-2.09 
6.62 
.61 
Scale II 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S DISADVANTAGE IN THE BABYSITTING MARKET 
264. There are many people in my neighborhood who would be willing to give child care. 
374. I have a list of alternates if this arrangement fails. 
350. If I lost my sitter, I would have to stay home. 
444. I don't know how to find another sitter. 
516. I always have trouble finding a sitter. 
274. I have a neighbor or relative who is available in an emergency. 
Nu1nber of Heins= 6 Possible range of scale scores=± 18 
------ -------- --------
T1 T, -~T-:-1 
Range of actual scores -13 to+IO -13 to +9 -13 to +16 
Median score -2 -4 -4 
Frequency <O 78 69 83 
>a 38 20 33 
Mean score -2.63 -3.94 -3.71 
Standard deviation 5.46 4.91 5.39 
alpha .55 .59 .60 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .72 
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Scale 12 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S RELUCTANCE TO INTERFERE WITH SITTER'S WAY OF HANDLING CHILD 
476. Unless a sitter did something to really hurt my child, I would not interfere with her way of handlinf 
him. 
438. It is not fair for mothers to ask sitters to treat their children in a special way. 
Number of items :;; 2 Possible range of scale scores::;; ±6 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
-5 to +6 
30 
86 
1.23 
2.67 
.23 
Tz 
-4 to +5 
2 
17 
72 
1.73 
2.42 
.51 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .58 
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T3 
-6 to +6 
2 
26 
90 
1.33 
2.78 
.57 
Scale 13 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S FEELING OF GUILT ABOUT CHILD'S ADJUSTMENT ro BAllYSITTING 
362. Since I have had a sitter my child loses his temper more often. 
524. I think my child would be easier to handle if he didn't have to go to the babysitter's at all. 
266. My children usually like going to a babysitter's home. 
368. My children usually don't like their babysitters. 
514. I feel guilty about leaving my child with a sitter when he cries for me. 
340. My child seems afraid to let me out of his sight since he has been going to babysitters. 
Number of items= 6 Possible range of scale scores = ± 18 
---···----- -- ------- ·-------·-- -------------
T, T, T, 
Range of actual scores -15to+11 6 to +9 -17 to +9 
Median score -6 -6 ·6 
Frequency <O 96 72 87 
;;,o 20 17 29 
Mean score -4.93 -4.87 -4.52 
Standard deviation 5.32 5.43 5.69 
alpha .62 .70 .70 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .72 
--- -------· 
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Scale 14 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S FEELING THAT PEOPLE DISAPPROVE OF MOTHERS WORKING 
218. I don't think she approves of my working. 
526. I think most babysitters look down on mothers who work. 
440. I think other people look down on me for being a working mother. 
462. I think most babysitters give care just to earn money. 
Number of items = 4 Possible range of scale scores = ± 12 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
>O 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-12to+5 
-4 
97 
19 
-3.91 
3.27 
.50 
T2 
-12to+6 
4 
73 
16 
-3.76 
3.58 
.62 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .50 
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T, I 
-llto+8 
I 
-3 
96 
20 
-3.66 
3.30 
.56 
Scale 15 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S EXPECTATION THAT CHILD CAN GET ALONG WITH ANY SITTER 
432. My children get along with anybody. 
322. It's difficult for my children to "take to" a sitter. 
Number of items = 2 Possible range of scale scores= ±6 
i-- T, 
Range of actual scores -5 to +6 
Median score 2 
Frequency <O 17 
;;,o 99 
Mean score 1.76 
Standard deviation 2.64 
alpha .51 
T, 
-4 to +6 
3 
11 
78 
2.20 
2.28 
.53 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .58 
-5 to +6 
2 
18 
98 
1.76 
2.32 
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Scale 16 
MOTHER SCALES 
MOTHER'S PREFERENCE FOR UNINVOLVED, BUSINESSLIKE RELATIONSHIP WITH SITTER 
454. It is all right with me when sitters would rather not get too involved with the mother. 
354. I prefer sitters who do not try to involve me in their lives. 
276. I think it's best to keep babysitting arrangements businesslike. 
Number of items= 3 Possible range of scale scores = ±9 
T, T1 T, 
Range of actual scores 4 to +9 -5 to +9 -7 to +9 
Median score 4 3 3 
Frequency <O 13 14 21 
>O 103 75 95 
Mean score 3.38 2.73 2.95 
Standard deviation 2.87 3.12 3.40 
alpha .5 I .64 .76 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .63 
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Scale 17 
MOTHER SCALES 
REVISED MOTHER'S VIEW OF INTER-FAMILY CLOSENESS IN THIS ARRANGEMENT 
112. Our families often get together. 
172. My sitter is one of my closest friends. 
134. We enjoy getting together. 
216. Our families are so close it is as if we were relatives. 
260. My sitter and 1 sit and talk to each other for hours. 
114. I only see my sitter when I pick up or deliver my child. 
164. My sitter has my child visit her or comes to see him even when she is not sitting. 
122. One reason I have this sitter is that our children are friends. 
Number of items= 8 Possible range of scale scores = ±24 
-----.. --~-
T, T, T, 
Range of actual scores -24 lo +15 -23 to +17 -24 to +JC; 
Median score -12 -I I -11 
Frequency <O IOI 75 95 
;;;,o 15 14 21 
Mean score -9.38 -8.76 -8.75 
Standard deviation 8.23 8.31 8.91 
alpha .81 .84 .85 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .89 
~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~-' 
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Scale I 
SITIER SCALES 
SITIER'S SATISFACTION WITH THIS MOTHER'S CONCERN FOR HER l'lllLI> 
120. It would be easier for 1ne if the mother were more concerned about her children. 
250. The mother is very cooperative. 
262. She is a good mother. 
158. The mother is always interested in what I have to say about her child. 
218. The mother seems concerned only about herself. 
162. Sometimes I think the mother doesn't care about her child at all. 
272. I am becoming less satisfied with the mother. 
128. She takes a real interest in her child. 
258. I wish she gave her children more attention. 
264. I don't think the mother approves of me. 
138. We agree about a lot of things. 
274. I like the way the mother treats her children. 
154. She seems to have fun with her child. 
226. The mother and I keep on pretty good terms. 
Number of items= 14 Possible range of scale scores~ ±42 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
>O 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
Ti 
-7 to +42 
29 
2 
114 
27.87 
10.03 
.90 
T1 
-33 to +42 
28 
4 
85 
26.12 
12.64 
.94 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .94 
--- ------·------- ·---
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-32 :+4J 
26 
15 
IOI 
19.90 
16.70 
.95 
!Scale 3 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S ECONOMIC NEED TO BABYSIT 
518. My family could not get by without the money 1 make taking care of children. 
332. I need to babysit because it provides me with a steady source of income. 
372. I do babysitting even though I don't especially need the money. 
354. Although I enjoy being around children, the money I make is more important to me. 
Number of items= 4 Possible range of scale scores=± 12 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
>O 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-12to+ll 
-4 
83 
33 
-3.29 
5.42 
.79 
T, 
-12to+IO 
-5 
67 
22 
-3.83 
5.73 
.85 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .83 I ____ --·-· ·----·· ·-. -- . ·----· ---- .. ---- ----------
T, 
-12 to +9 
-5 
82 
34 
-3.71 
5.33 
-------~ 
319 
Scale 4 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S EXPRESSIVE NEEDS MET BY CARING FOR CHILDREN 
364. I am happier when I am taking care of children. 
3I8. There are things I enjoy doing with the day care children that I wouldn't do ifthey were not here. 
376. I enjoy giving day care because of the affection the children give me. 
442. I enjoy giving day care because it makes me feel I'm needed. 
324. If I weren't doing babysitting I'd get bored. 
448. I like to keep at least one child all the time. 
524. I feel sad to lose the day care children when the mother ends the arrangement. 
462. It's hard not to get too attached to day care children. 
256. I would be sorry to see the children go. 
Number of items= 9 Possible range of scale scores= ±27 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
>O 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-13 to+23 
9 
16 
8.34 
7.61 
.74 
T, 
·14 to +23 
9 
11 
7.91 
7.98 
.79 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .83 
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T3 
-13 to +23 
8 
21 
7.16 
7.82 
.75 
'Scale 5 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S APPROVAL OF THIS MOTHER'S DISCIPLINE 
146. Her children seem to mind her. 
234. The mother and I handle the child in about the same way. 
268. She lets her child get away with too much. 
270. The child seems to mind better for me than for his mother. 
338. I try to do things for a child the way his mother does. 
Nu1nber of iten1s = 5 Possible range of scale scores=± 15 
---- ----·-----~-- ---------------- ------------------------
T, T2 T, 
Range of actual scores -13 to +15 -15to+l4 
-13to+l5 
Median score 5 6 3 
Frequency <O 18 19 36 
>O 
Mean score 4.50 3.97 2.33 
Standard deviation 5.08 5.97 6.33 
alpha .66 .79 .79 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .84 
----------·--
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Scale 6 
SITIER SCALES 
SITIER'S WILLINGNESS TO BABYSIT ONLY FOR CERTAIN CHILDREN 
340. I would give day care only to children I enjoy. 
420. I would not keep a child who didn't get along here. 
516. I would continue day care only for a child who likes me. 
330. I only want day care children that my own child enjoys. 
346. I am very particular about whom I sit for. 
Number of items = 5 Possible range of scale scores = ± 15 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
>O 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-10to+l3 
5 
20 
96 
4.74 
5.10 
.67 
T1 
-9to+l5 
5 
17 
72 
4.48 
5.81 
.81 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .77 
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T3 
-10 to +15 
6 
16 
100 
5.09 
5.43 
.77 
Scale 7 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S DISSATISFACTION WITH THIS MOTHER'S LONG HOURS, 
EXCESSIVE DEMANDS, AND LACK OF PLANFULNESS 
130. l wish her hours were more regular. 
310. I'm satisfied with the hours I take care of her child. 
254. I get tired of the mother not sticking to the hours we agreed upon. 
160. The mother doesn't seem to understand how busy I am all the time. 
224. I sometimes wish the rnother weren't so dependent on me. 
176. The mother tries to pick up her child when she says she will. 
242. I feel like the mother takes advantage of me. 
142. She doesn't let me know when she changes her plans. 
126. The mother expects too much of me. 
Number of items = 9 Possible range of scale scores= ±27 
---------
-- ------------------ ·-----------· 
T, T, T, 
Range of actual scores -27 to +4 -27to+l7 -27 to +23 
Median score -17 -18 -15 
Frequency <O 111 80 97 
;;.a 5 9 19 
Mean score -26.47 -15.21 -10.49 
Standard deviation 7.40 9.22 l l.80 
alpha .78 .89 .91 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .90 
333 
Scale 8 
SIITER SCALES 
SIITER 'S DISAPPROVAL OF MOTHERS WORKING 
358. It doesn't really do most children hann to spend the day away from their mother. 
452. I think several hours a day is too much for a child to be away from his mother. 
166. I don't expect her to tell me what her plans are because she doesn't know herself. 
356. Mothers shouldn't work unless they absolutely have to. 
Number of items = 4 Possible range of scaJe scores = ± 12 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
#0 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-7 to+ll 
2 
25 
91 
2.47 
3.82 
.37 
T, 
-4to+l2 
2 
16 
73 
2.66 
3.80 
.45 
riginal alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .57 
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T3 
-7 to+l2 
2 
19 
87 
2.27 
4.15 
.50 
Scale 9 
SITIER SCALES 
SITTER ROLE POWER VS. POWERLESSNESS 
522. Mothers give n1e adequate instructions. 
470. Most mothers are good about letting me know about changes in their plans. 
526. My husband (or family) doesn't approve of my doing babysitting. 
514. Sometimes mothers say they will bring their children and then they don't show up. 
426. The mother and I work out together what each of us does in an arrangement. 
458. It's hard to get the kind of children I want to care for. 
320. If I want to do babysitting, I have to take what I can get. 
464. Mothers are not very reliable about paying me. 
Number of items~ 8 Possible range of scale scores= ±24 
I 
llange of actual scores 
!Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;,o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
- -------
T, 
4 to +20 
10 
J 
113 
9.88 
5.52 
.52 
·----------------. 
T, T, 
-10 to +21 -9 to +22 
11 9 
5 6 
84 l 10 
10.40 9.17 
6.21 6.27 
.69 .68 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .76 
-------------- ---- -----------· --------------" 
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Scale 10 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S FEELING THAT CARING FOR THIS MOTHER'S CHILD 
IS AN EMOTIONAL DRAIN 
132. The children are too much for me. 
248. I have trouble with her children because they are so spoiled. 
266. I like the way her children behave. 
378. Mothers are always pleased with the way I have things fixed up to take care of children. 
228. Her child gets on my nerves more often than I'd like. 
276. I get tired of the mother talking about her trouble with the child at home. 
278. Her child is a real pleasure to be around. 
156. Taking care of her child is more of a drain than I expected. 
528. I take children whether they are sick or not. 
222. Some days I really feel ready to give the children up. 
I IO. Her children are neat and clean. 
Number of items = 11 Possible range of scale scores = ±33 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-31 to +12 
-19 
113 
3 
-18.69 
7.23 
.73 
T2 
-31 to +8 
-19 
85 
4 
-17.38 
8.21 
.79 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .76 
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T, 
-32 to +26 
-16 
97 
19 
-12.58 
11.47 
.86 
Scale 11 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S DISADVANTAGE IN THE BABYSITTING MARKET 
312. It's hard to get babysitting jobs because there are a lot of women in my neighborhood who do 
babysitting. 
424. I can't find as many day care children as I need to have. 
444. I don't know how to find people to babysit for. 
Number of items = 3 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
-9 to +5 
-5 
90 
26 
-3.84 
3.71 
.58 
Possible range of scale scores = ±9 
T, 
-9 to +6 
-5 
77 
12 
-4.34 
3.28 
.62 
T, 
-9 to +5 
-6 
100 
16 
-4.38 
3.35 
.68 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .64 
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Scale 12 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S STRAIN FROM COMPETING REQUIREMENTS OF FAMILY 
AND SITTER ROLES 
510. I just can't manage to keep the house the way I want to with children around all the time, 
450. I think a day care giver is usually not paid enough. 
456. I find that often the mother expects the sitter to do too much. 
410. I'm not satisfied with the amount of money I can make babysitting. 
344. I find that my babysitting is hard on my own family. 
362. Mothers impose on sitters. 
446. My husband gets upset sometimes because he feels that I do more for mothers and children than I need 
to. 
334. Mothers are usually considerate of sitters. 
Number of items= 8 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.() 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-21 to +13 
-4 
78 
38 
-3.90 
8.07 
.74 
Possible range of scale scores= ±24 
T, T3 
-18 to +20 
-21 to +20 
-5 -2 
61 63 
28 53 
-4.21 -1.35 
8.38 8.60 
.78 .79 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .82 
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Scale 13 
SITIER SCALES 
SITIER 'S RESTRICTIONS ABOUT BABYSITTING HOURS 
422. I make it clear to the mother that it is really inconvenient for me to babysit after a certain hour. 
466. I can't have children who stay late. 
322. I make it clear to the mother what I expect of her if I take her child. 
352. I won't sit for a mother who doesn't do what she says she will. 
Number of items = 4 Possible range of scale scores=± 12 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
T, 
-8 to+l2 
4 
16 
100 
3.90 
3.92 
.46 
Tz 
-6 to +II 
5 
15 
74 
4.06 
4.29 
.64 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .67 
T, 
-6to+l2 
5 
12 
104 
4.78 
3.92 
.58 
-- - ---- .. -------·--·------~-~---··· -------~ 
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Scale 14 
SITTER SCALES 
SITTER'S SATISFACTION WITH THIS CHILD'S ADJUSTMENT 
174. Her child just won't mind me. 
240. It would be better if the mother let me have a freer hand in disciplining the child. 
210. Her child seems to have fun at my house. 
140. Her child seems bored when he is here. 
232. I wish her child had a better time at my house. 
Number of items ; 5 Possible range of scale scores;± 15 
-----··--~----- ·---· 
T, T, T, 
Range of actual scores -5to+15 -7to+15 -7 to +15 
Median score 10 10 10 
Frequency <O 5 4 9 
;;.o 111 85 107 
Mean score 9.11 9.19 7.83 
Standard deviation 4.37 4.36 5.13 
alpha .76 .79 .81 
Original alpha for independent sample for which scales were constructed .74 
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i'scale 17 
SITTER SCALES 
REVISED SITTER'S VIEW OF INTER-FAMILY CLOSENESS IN THIS ARRANGEMENT 
172. The mother is one of my closest friends. 
112. Our families often get together. 
114. I only see the mother when she leaves or picks up her child. 
134. The mother and I enjoy getting together. 
260. The mother and I sit and talk to each other for hours. 
216. Our families are so close it's as if we were relatives. 
164. I often visit with this child or have him visit me even when I am not babysitting him. 
122. One reason I babysit for this mother is that our children are friends. 
Number of items= 8 Possible range of scale scores = ±24 
Range of actual scores 
Median score 
Frequency <O 
;;.o 
Mean score 
Standard deviation 
alpha 
Ti 
-24 to +24 
-I l 
96 
20 
-9.46 
10.07 
.88 
T2 T3 
-24 to +24 -24 to +21 
-13 -10 
74 93 
15 23 
-I 0.07 -8.41 
10.36 9.84 
.92 .88 
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